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Current Topics. 


The Land Transfer Commission. 

LAsT WEEK'S sitting of this Commission was again occupied 
with the evidence of the Registrar of the Land Kegistry, who 
was under examination when the Commissioners rose. 


Remuneration of Solicitors as Witnesses, 


A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, calls atten- 
tion to a very singular discrimination between solicitors and some 
other professional classes which has been recently made by official 
authority. A scale of allowances to witnesses at an inquiry 
before a committee appointed by the Local Government 
has been sanctioned by the Treasury; which groups together 
physicians, surgeons, barristers, civil engineers, and architects as 
entitled to an allowance of three guineas a day, while solicitors, 
who are classed. with surveyors, have to be satisfied with two 
guineas. We need not raise the question whether there is any 
ground for distinguishing in this way between the two branches 
of the legal profession, and we leave it to the individual opinion 
of our readers as to the relative value of the day to a barrister 
and a solicitor. But it is undoubtedly singular that solicitors 
should be singled out from other professional classes,such as medical 
men, as suitable for payment on a reduced scale. As amatter of 
fact, the value of a professional man’s time depends on the man 
rather than on the profession, But we imagine that any pro- 
fessional man whom it was worth while for the committee to call 
as a witness would be a manof standing whose time was valuable. 
This being so, it would certainly be the fairer course to place 
all the ordinary professions on the same footing in regard to 
remuneration. 


A City Company of Solicitors, 

A SOMEWHAT novel scheme, as to which rumours have for some 
time been prevalent, has now been carried into effect. The City 
of London Solicitors’ Company has been formed, with the object 
of affording means for professional intercourse and mutual informa- 
tion between solicitors practising within a radius of three-quarters 
of a mile from the Bank of England. The company follows in 
its constitution the lines of the old City companies, and has a 
court of assistants, master and wardens, and a livery. . The first 
court of eighteen solicitors has been elected, with Sir Homzwoop 
CRAWFORD, the City Solicitor, as the first Master; Mr. P, C. C, 
Francis (Francis & Johnson) as second Warden; Mr, J. C. 
Hotmgs (John Holmes, Son & Wigan) as Junior Warden, and 
including as other members the CHANCELLOR of the EXCHEQUER 





|and: many well-known City solicitors. We understand that 
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, the regulations of the Company were to be finally settled at a 
Court held on Thursday last, and we hope next week to give 
fuller details as to the Company. Over a hundred members 
have already been enrolled. There seems to be no reason why 
the City, like other great centres throughout the country, should 
not have its local law society. Of course most of the members 
will also be members of the Law Society, and one object of the 
Company is to assist that body in safeguarding the interests of 
the profession in the City ; another object being to provide a 
readily accessible law library for City solicitors. Mr. H. D. P. 
Francis, of 19, Great Winchester-street, E.C., is Clerk to the 
Company. 

Gifts to Illegitimate Children. 

THE RECENT decision of Joycr, J., in Ebbern v. Fowler (52 
Soxicitors’ JOURNAL, 854) shews that recognition accorded by the 
law to a child en ventre sa mére is subject to an unfortunate limita- 
tion in the event of the child being illegitimate. It is, of course, 
perfectly competent for a settlor or testator to make provision 
for an illegitimate child already born, and apparently, too, for 
an illegitimate child en ventre sa mére, if the child is specifically 
described, and not described as one of a class of the 
children of specified parents. “If,” said Nortu, J., in Re 
Shaw (1894, 3 Ch. 573), “the settlement had referred to a 
child already begotten and not born, for example, that 
might have been sufficient.” But if the settlement is 
made in favour generally of the children of A. and B., who are 
the parents of the child en ventre sa mére, it appears that such 
child cannot take. In Re Shaw, where NortH, J., so held, he 
seems to have been influenced by the consideration that the 
child en ventre sa mére at the date of the settlement would have 
taken the whole fund to the exclusion of afterborn children, and 
this was not the intention of the settlor. But Joyck, J., gave a 
similar decision in Lbbern v. Fowler, where there was no child but 
the one en venire sa mere. He recognized that it was a hard case 
and expressed a desire that it should be reviewed. The reasoning, 
indeed, which prevents such-a child from taking as an existing 
person appears to be somewhat thin. Many of the cases on the 
subject have been cases of marriage with a deceased wife’s sister, 
and these will not recur. And as to other cases, it is perhaps to 
be regretted that the English law has never adopted the prin- 
ciple of legitimatio per subseqguens matrimonium. 


Exercise of Powers of Appointment by Will. 


» POwERs OF appointment frequently contain a direction that they 
are to be exercised by will expressly referring to the power, and 
this has given occasion for numerous cases, of which the recent 
decision of SwWINFEN Eapy, J.,in Re Lane (1908, 2 Ch. 581) is 
the latest example where the nature of the necessary reference to 
the power has been in question. Under section 27 of the Wills 
Act a general devise of real estate, or bequest of personal estate, 
operates as an exercise of a general power where there is no re- 
striction on such exercise. But the requirement that the will must 
expressly refer to the power operates as such restriction, and a 
mere — devise or bequest will not have the effect of an execu- 
tion of the power. This was decided by Phillips v. Cayley (43 Ch. D. 
222). But suppose the testator does not simply make a general 
devise or bequest of his rea! or personal property, but also pur- 
ports to dispose of all property over which he has any power of 
disposition by will. There is here no specific reference to any 
particular power, and it may be said that this is not an express 
referencetoany such power. Butin Re Rolt (Weekly Notes, 1908, 
p. 76) WARRINGTON, J., declined to construe the requirement of 
express reference so strictly, and he held that a disposition of this 
kind expressly referred to any general power possessed by the 
testator so as to operate as an exercise of it. He distinguished 
between “ specific” and “ express” reference. It would, he said, 
be going too far to say that no will could be an exercise of the 
power unless it “specifically” referred to the power. It was 
sufficient that there was by the will an express exercise of any 
powers the testator might possess, as opposed to the implied 
exercise which, in the case of an unrestricted power, was effected 
under section 27 of the Wills Act by a general devise or bequest. 
The same principle had been applied by the Court of Appeal 
in Re Waterhouse (98 L. T, 30), and it has been applied again 





by SwinFEn Eapy, J., in Re Lane (supra). Accordingly, a will 
purporting to give all the estate over which the testatrix had “ any 
power of disposition by will” was held to be a good exercise of 
a testamentary power which required that the will exercising it 
should expressly refer to the power. 


**Executors as Such.” 


THE VEXED question whether property appointed under a 
general power passes to the executors as such, and consequently 
whether the estate duty payable on the fund is payable out of 
the fund itself or out of the residuary personal estate, has at 
last come before the Court of Appeal. The question has given 
rise to an extraordinary, if not unparalleled, diversity of judicial 
opinion. Starting with Re Treasure, in 1900, there have been no 
less than ten conflicting decisions on the point, five being decided 
one way and five being decided the other way. The judges, 
however, were not so equally divided, four being in favour of 
the view that the duty was payable out of the fund itself, while 
three took a contrary view. e latest decision, Re Hadley, which 
we recently commented on (52 SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL, 636), came 
before PARKER, J., in July last, and that learned judge, following 
the decisions of Byrnz, J., KEKEWICH, J., and WARRINGTON, J., 
held that the duty was payable out of the fund. From 
this decision the appointees of the fund appealed, and on the 4th 
inst. the Court of Appeal unanimously reversed the decision 
of PARKER, J. The Master of the Rolls and the learned Lord 
Justices took a very practical and common-sense view of the 
matter, and their judgments partook of the nature of a protest 
against the subtleties which had obscured the legal vision of the 
majority of the learned judges of first instance. They protested 
that in this year of grace 1908 the question could not turn on the 
obsolete distinction between legal and equitable assets, which 
for all practical purposes was abolished in 1869, and they pointed 
out, with much force, that the Legislature in 1894 could not have 
intended to make the incidence of estate duty depend upon any 
such obsolete distinction. They teok the common sense view 
that the words “executor as such” merely pointed to the 
difference between the person and the office of the executor, and 
merely distinguished the executor as such from the executor as 
beneficiary. They demolished the argument that the executor 
took as appointee by pointing out that the executor takes, not 
under, but in defeasance of, the appointment. They held, there- 
fore, that the estate duty was payable out of the residuary 
personal estate. This, we take it, is the end of the question, 
which, though very interesting, has attracted an amount of 
attention out of all proportion to its intrinsic importance, by 
reason of the great-diversity of opinion among the judges. 


Waiver by Mistake of Right to Address Jury on 
Behalf of Prisoner. 

IN A CASE of The King v. Steele and Iichardson, tried before 
Judge RENTOUL at the Old Bailey last week, the question arose, 
whether counsel must be taken to have abandoned his right to 
address the jury on behalf of one‘of the prisoners. Witnesses 
were called on bebalf of the prisoner, and his counsel, apparently 
thinking that the jury were in his favour, asked whether they 
required further evidence. The jury proceeded to debate the 
matter among themselves, and then, to the surprise of counsel, 
found the prisoner guilty. The counsel protested that the 
verdict was not a proper one; that he had a right to address 
the jury before the verdict was given, and that the jury did not 
understand that he had abandoned his right to address them, 
He would not, he said, have omitted to address them unless he 
had thought that they had decided in favour of the prisoner. 
He submitted, therefore, that the verdict was not a proper one, 
and that the jury ought to be discharged and the case tried over 
again. The judge offered to allow counsel, notwithstanding the 
verdict, to address the jury, but this offer was refused. The 
judge, after observing that the case was an unusual one, 
consulted the Recorder, and finally came to the conclusion that 
the jury had been led to believe that counsel bad waived his 
right to address them and had left the case in their hands. He 
thought, therefore, that the verdict must stand. This decision 
appears to us, on general principles, to be quite correct, and we 
cannot see that there was the slightest ground for contending 
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that the prisoner had been so far deprived of a right that there 
had been a mistrial. Accidental mistakes in advocacy are often 
of serious consequence, but a mistake in advocacy is not a 
departure from the regular procedure of a criminal trial. We 
have heard that a learned judge, now deceased, was so much in 
the: habit of criticizing the arguments of the counsel who first 
addressed him, that the counsel on the opposite side was often 
led to materially curtail his observations, and then found to his 
dismay that the judgment was given against him. Could it be 
said that the suitor whom he represented had been deprived of 
one of his legal rights by the act of the judge? We cannot see 
why the erroneous impression of the learned counsel as to the 
opinion of the jury should be of greater effect in vitiating the 
proceedings than other errors affecting the conduct of a case. 
We believe it has been decided that the omission of the judge to in- 
form an undefended prisoner of his right on his trial to address the 
jury on his own behalf does not invalidate the conviction—a 
case which is stronger than one in which the prisoner is defended 
by counsel. And it must be remembered that the prisoner, in all 
cases where he has really sustained prejudice by an accidental 
omission on the part of his counsel, is at liberty, without impeach- 
ing the conviction, to present a petition for the exercise of the 
mercy of the Crown. 


Indemnity Against the Consequences of Libel. 


OUR ATTENTION has been called to the case of W. H, Smith & Son 
v. Clinton and Harris, in which Mr. Justice CoLERIDGE delivered 
a written judgment last week. The defendants, as representing 
the paper called Vanity Fair, having proposed that the plaintifis 
should become the printers and publishers of the paper, the 
plaintiffs consented to do so upon receiving a letter in which 
the defendants indemnified them “against any claims whatever 
that may be made against you in respect of any libel that may 
appear in Vanity Faw during our proprietorship and during such 
time as you may print such periodical for us.” An action was 
brought against the plaintiffs in respect of a libel which appeared 
in the paper, which they compromised by consenting to a judg- 
ment with costs, and brought the present action to enforce the 
contract of indemnity. The learned judge found as a fact that 
the defendants authorized the publication of the libel, and that 
it was not inserted by the plaintiffs by accident or inadvertence, 
but with full knowledge of its contents, for it was ‘“‘ toned down ” 
in consultation with them before publication. And after referring 
to the rule that there is no right of contribution at law between 
persons who are all liable for the same wrongful act, he expressed 
his opinion that this rule extended to an express contract of 
indemnity, and that the action must be taken to be brought by 
one party who had committed a wrongful and illegal act to 
obtain an indemnity from the other in respect of the wrongful 
or illegal act committed by both. There must, therefore, be 
judgment for the defendants. This case is an interesting one 
as bearing upon the question how far an agreement by the 
proprietor of a newspaper or periodical to indemnify the printer 
or publisher against the consequences of any action brought 
against him for what is published in the paper can be enforced. 
It is difficult to say that such an agreement is, on the face of it, 
unlawful. Vexatious and groundless actions for libel are 
frequently brought, and the publisher who has been put to 
expense in defending one of such actions would seem to be 
entitled to claim an indemnity under such an agreement. Does 
the action cease to be maintainable because, in a doubtful case, 
the court support a jury in finding that there was an actionable 
libel ? In the case under consideration the publication of libels 
appears to have been contemplated, and it may possibly be that 
in such a case the indemnity cannot be enforced though the 
publication of the libels was by accident or inadvertence. But it 
has still to be decided whether an express contract of indemnity 
is a nullity in a case where both parties were equally anxious to 
avoid the publication of any matter which could be the subject 
of an action for libel. 


Conclusiveness of Register of Calls in Action by 
Telephone Company. 


‘THE MAXIM that no man shall be a judge in his own cause 
Talses a strong presumption against the right of a contracting 





party to determine in his own favour, without appeal, any dispute 
as to the value of work done by him under the contract. Butin 
numerous instances contracts have been accepted giving this 
extraordinary right to one of the contracting parties, as in the 
case of work done by a builder “on approval,” and the clause 
giving him no right to recover extras without the certificate 
of an architect selected by his employer. In a_ recent 
action, tried before the City of London Court, the National 
Telephone Co., sought to recover money alleged to be due 
to them from the defendants in respect of telephone calls under 
their message-rate system. This contract, which the defendants 
had signed, contained a clause by which the books of the plaintiff 
were to be taken as a conclusive record of the calls made by sub- 
scribers, and it was stated that the calls were registered by the 
latest known contrivance. The defence was that the plaintiffs’ 
charges were in respect of a number of calls largely in excess of 
those which had actually been made. The plaintiffs do not 
appear to have insisted upon the conclusiveness of their record, 
and there was judgment for the defendants. We fully appreci- 
ate the difficulty Which would ordinarily be experienced by a 
telephone company in a controversy as to the number of calls 
made by one of their subscribers, but we hardly think that the 
require for their protection a clause so stringent as that to whi 
we have referred. A shopkeeper, whose claim is in respect of a 
number of items for the supply of small parcels of goods, is 
allowed to prove his claim by the assistance of his books, though 
the books themselves are not made evidence against the customer. 
By the Gas Works Clauses Act, 1871, s. 20, the register of 
the meter is to be prima facie evidence of the quantity of 
gas consumed and in respect of which any rent is charged and 
sougbt to be recovered by the undertakers. This provision does 
not always give satisfaction to the consumers, but it is much 
more reasonable than a proposal to make the register of the 
meter conclusive evidence; a proposal which would encounter 
the most vigorous opposition. 


Qualifications of Special Jurors. 


A LETTER has been addressed to one of the weekly periodicals 
by an accountant, who asks whether he is qualified to serve on 
special juries for the County of London. He refers to section 6 
of the Juries Act, 1870, by which “every man who shall be 
legally entitled to be called an esquire, or shall be a person 
of higher degree, or shall be a banker or merchant, or who 
shall occupy a private dwelling-house rated or assessed to 
the poor rate or to the inhabited house duty on a 
value of not less than £100 . . Shall be qualified and 
liable to serve on special juries,” and observes that few 
persons occupy a dwelling-house in the City of London 
rated or assessed at the amount specified. If, therefore, a strict 
interpretation is placed on the words of the section, jurors in the 
City of London must either be legally entitled to be called 
esquires, be persons of higher degree, or be “bankers or 
merchants.” After observing that a good deal must depend 
upon the interpretation to be placed upon the term “ esquire,” 
the writer concludes by expressing his opinion that an account- 
ant is disqualified, as he is not likely fo occupy a dwelling 
house in the City rated at £100 a year or, indeed, upon any 
other value, and he is certainly not a “merchant.” The defini- 
tions which have been selected by the draftsman certainly give 
rise to some difficulty. The term “esquire” is loosely applied 
to any person who is supposed to be in comfortable circumstances, 
but the section requires that he shall be legally entitled to be 
called an esquire. The classes of persons who are recognized as 
esquires for the purpose of legal description are few in number, 
and are scantily represented in the City of London. The defini- 
tion of “merchant ” remains for consideration. We are disposed 
to think that the overseers extend the popular meaning of the 
word, and that many persons take no objection to the qualifica- 
tion which is assigned to them. An eminent advocate, who died 
some years ago, was accustomed to say that he had often ob- 
ceeved small shopkeepers among the special jurymen who went 
into the box, and that the special jurors, such as those whom 
Lord MANSFIELD consulted on questions of mercantile law, had 
ceased to exist. 
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Dedication of Highway During Settlement. 

THE Court of Appeal (Zimes, 2nd inst.) have affirmed the 
decision of WARRINGTON, J, in Farquhar v. Newbury Rural District 
Council (1908, 2 Ch. 586), that the fact of the land being in 
settlement is no bar to the presumption of dedication of a high- 
way over it to the public, if the conduct of the remainderman in 
fee is such that the presumption may properly be made against 
him, A person cannot dedicate more than he owns (A/torney- 
General v. Antrobus, 1905, 2 Ch. 202), and since dedication implies 
a grant of the right in respect of the fee, there cannot be a dedica- 
tion arising out of user during a tenancy for life or a term of 
years, if there has been at the same time nothing to affect the 
remainderman. There cannot be dedication to the public for a 
term ; and user of the way during a tenancy is ineffectual to create 
a right in the public unless the consent of the freeholder can be 
inferred : Corsellis v. London County Council (1907, 1 Cb. 704). 
But if such consent can be inferred, whether on the part of a re- 
versioner upon a term or of a remainderman in fee upon a 
tenancy for life, then the entire fee is bound and a dedication to 
the public can be presumed. In Farguhar v. Newbury Rural 
District Council (supra) a road had been in existence and had 
been used by the public for over sixty years. At the time when 
it was first made the land was limited to a tenant for life with 
remainder in fee, but the remsinderman had the real control 
and po:session of the estate. It was he who set out the road, 


and after the determination of the tenancy for life he acquiesced 
in the continued user of it by the public. Under these circum- 
stances it has been held, both by WARRINGTON, J., and the Court 
of Appeal, that the presumption of dedication might properly be 
raised against the remainderman. With the tenant for life he 
represented the entire fee, and consequently the highway had 
been effectually created in favour of the public. 


Injury by Accident within the Meaning of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act. 

WE HAVE had some difficulty in reconciling two cases under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1896, which appear in the 
last number of the Law Reports. In Broderick v. The Lordon 
County Council (1908, 2 K. B. 807) the head-note is as follows: 
“ A workman contracted enteritis from inhaling sewer gas in the 
course of his employment. Held, that this was not a case of 
‘injury by accident’ within the meaning of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1906, s. 1, sub-section 1.” Turning 
to Ismay v. Williamson (1908, A. C. 437), we read: 
“A workman in a weak and emaciated condition, while 
taking out ashes from under the boiler in the stokehole 
of a steamship received a heat-stroke, from the effect of which he 
died. Held, by Lord Loresurn, L.C., and Lord AsHBOURNE 
(Lord MACNAGHTEN dissenting), that this was a case of death 
by accident within the meaning of the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906.” The judgment of the Court of Appeal is founded 
upon the proposition that there was no element of accident in 
the injury from sewer gas sustained by the workman. The risk 
from sewer gas was incident to his work, and the enteritis from 
which he suffered might have been caused to any one engaged in 
such work. In the House of Lords case the heat stroke he!d to be 
an “ accident ” is described as “ an unusual effect of a known cause, 
often no doubt threatened, but generally averted by precautions 
which experience in this instance had not taught. It was an 
unlooked-for mishap in the course of his employment.” The 
reason for these narrow distinctions is probably to be found in 
the fact that the term “ accident ” is used in the Act in rather a 
loose sense, and no fixed rule can be laid down for deciding 
whether the origin and immediate cause of an injury in the sha 
—* was an “accident” so as to create a liability under the 


The Delays of the Procedure on Private Bills. 
THE HisTORY of the London and District Electricity Supply 
Bill, which bas just been described before a Select Committee of 


the House of Commons, can hardly be regarded as encouraging | 
Ae promoters of undertakings which affect the wide area of | 


metropolis. It is Poe vill for the supply of electricity 
over an area which includes not only London, but large sur- 
rounding districts in Hasex, Middlesex, Kent and Surrey. The 





Bill proposes to incorporate a company, and to authorize that 
company to establish a generating station to supply electricit 
in bulk and otherwise under the limitations contained in the Bill. 
Upon the merits of the particular application we have nothing 
to say, but we understand it is not disputed that similar Bills 
have been read a second time during the past four sessions and 
have only failed in consequence of the action of opponents in the 
House whose object it is to reverse the decision of the Private 
Bill Committee. The practice of attacking or obstructing a 
private Bill in the House after it has been fully investigated in 
the committee rooms has often been the subject of reprobation, 
but there is apparently no prospect of its being discontinued. 


The Suffragists and the Royal 


Prerogative. 


By E. H. Pickerscit., M.P. 


AN interesting legal question has arisen, whether it is in the 
power of the Home Secretary, in the exercise of the Royal 
Prerogative, to release the Suffragist leaders, or to alter the con- 
ditions of their detention. The order of the magistrate was 
that these ladies should enter into recognizances to keep the 
peace for twelve months, and that in default they should be 
imprisoned for three months (in one case for ten weeks) unless 
they should sooner comply with the order. It will thus be seen, 
in the first place, that the ladies are not convicted prisoners. 
Committal under the order is not regarded in law as punitive, but 
as preventive. 

This character of the imprisonment comes out very cleaily 
in the old practice, under which it was usual to commit 
to prison for the precise period for which the order to keep the 
peace was made. For instance, if the defendant was ordered to 
enter into recognizances to keep the peace for twelve months, then 
in default he was committed for twelve months. In other words, 
if the law could not obtain the security of the recognizances, it 
seized the defendant’s body and so kept him out of h»rm’s way 
for the prescribed period. The modern enactment which limits 
the term for which the magistrate can commit to six months, 
and under which, therefore, the period of detention usually 
differs from the period for which the order to keep the peace 
was made, tends to obscure the real character of the committal, 
but it does not affect the legal aspect of it. 

Now Coke, under the heading “Of Pardons” (12 
Rep. 30), lays it down that “if one be bound to the 
king in a recognizance for to keep the peace against one and 
other the liege people of the king: in this case the king 
before the peace [be broken] cannot pardon or release the 
recognizance. And the reason is, although the recognizance be 
made to the king solely, yet inasmuch as this is made for the 
benefit and safety of the subjects of the king, in such case 
it cannot be discharged.” As the object of imprisonment is 
precisely the same as the object of putting the defendant 
under recognizances, it would seem to follow conclusively 
from Coke's dictum that the Crown cannot release the 
Suffragists from prison. 

It remains to consider whether the Crown can alter the 
conditions of their detention. The Prison Act, 1898, s. 6, 
sub-section 4, provides as follows: ‘‘ Any person im- 
prisoned for default of entering into a recognizance or finding 
sureties for keeping the peace or for being of good behaviour, 
sball be treated under the same rules as an offender of 
the second division, unless he is a convicted prisoner, or unless 
the court direct that be be treated under the same rules as an 
offender of the first division.” The statute thus vests the dis- 
cretion in the court, and in view of the old law and of this 
express provision, it would seem that the Home Secretary can- 
not, in the exercise of the Royal Prerogative, transfer the 
Suffragists from the second to the first division. 














The freedom of the city of Nottingham has been conferred upon 
Sir Samuel Johnson in recognition of his thirty-eight years of service 
as town clerk. 
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Infringing a Patent by Selling Some- 
thing which is Not Actually an 
Infringement at the Time of Sale. 


A NEW phase of the old question—what constitutes in law 
infringement of a patent !—arcse recently before the Inner House 
of the Court of Session in Scotland in the case of Roger v. 
Cochrane (25 R. P. C. 757). Does a man infringe a patent by 
selling something which, at the date of the sale, is not an infring- 
ing article—i.e¢., not within the patent—but which in a short 
space of time may by the operation of natural causes become an 
infringing article ? 


The material facts of the case were these: The patent 
was, in substance, for substituting for the cores previously 
used in golf balls a core consisting of an incompressible 
fluid, using “fluid” in its ordinary sense. What the defend- 
ants did was to make and sell golf balls with cores 
composed of gelatine, which was made ordinarily by mixing 85 
per cent. of water with 15 per cent. of gelatine powder. This 
formed a jelly, so that, when made, the defendants’ golf balls bad 
a jelly core and not a fluid core. But there was evidence that 
the defendants’ jelly would become liquid at 75 deg. Fahrenheit, 
and it was also suggested that in dealing with the jelly, in the 
course of the manufaciure of the golf balls, it became sometimes 
contaminated with microbes, and that through the propagation of 
the microbes the jelly would be decomposed and reduced to a liquid 
consistency. A small number of the defenders’ golf bails were cut 
open for the purposes of the trial, and in some cases—60 per cent. 
according to the pursuer—the cores were found to be liquid. 


The defenders contended that this only shewed that decomposi- 
tion was a rare accident, and that systematic experiments alone 
could shew the contrary. The Lord President on this point said : 
“The evidence is thoroughly contradictory. There is a great deal 
of evidence of some balls being found liquid. On the other hand, 
there is a great deal of evidence that the balls are not found 
liquid, and I venture to say—and this is an observation, of 
course, that goes against both sides—that once this point was 
seen and appreciated, and it was apparent that something would 
turn upon it, neither one side nor the other have done what they 
ought to have done to bring the matter to a successful issue. 
It is not a scientific way of inquiring into such a fact to 
bring a few witnesses who say that they have cut up one 
or two balls with this result or with the other result. There 
is certain to be conflicting testimony. What ought to have 
been done was to have had a series of experiments over a 
much larger number of balls than we have had in this evidence, 
and moreover—and this is a matter that has been completely 
neglected on both sides—a series of experiments under observed 
conditions of temperature. We have got nothing of the sort, and 
really, upon the evidence of the cutting up of the balls, I cannot 
tell what is the general result. In that unsatisfactory state of 
the evidence, what turns my mind is the practical evidence.” 
After stating what this evidence amounted to, he said that he 
came to the conclusion that “as matter of fact, a jelly cored 
ball does behave differently, and if it does behave differently can 
only behave differently because it remains a jelly cored ball and 
1s not a liquid cored ball,” and therefore he held that there was no 
infringement, Lord MCLAREN said: “Iam not disposed to think 
that the fact that the material may eventually become liquid would 
constitute its manufacture an infringement of the patent, because 
the liquefaction does not take place until the lapse of a con- 
siderable time during which a purchaser might have the use of 
the golf ball; and there are many persons who may be willing 
to pay the price of something which they consider better, even 
although its peculiar properties were only to last for a few days. 
I think it must be taken that this golf ball filled with gelatinous 
material was, at the time of its manufacture and sale, not a ball 
filled with incompressible fluid, and therefore not an infringe- 
ment of the patent,” He, therefore, would answer the question 
propounded at the commencement of these remarks in the 
negative. The Lord President said nothing definite, but we 





gather from his judgment that he too would answer the question ~ 
in the same way. 

We think that this is the true view. But then there is 
another and more difficult question: Does a man infringe a 
patent by selling something which at the date of sale is not an 
infringing article, but which after a time must—not may—by 
the operation of natural causes become an infringing article 1 
This question was not decided in the case under notice, because 
it was not proved that the cores of the defendants’ golf balls 
necessarily decomposed after a time, only that they sometimes 
did. The Lord President, however, said: “Can a thing which, 
to begin with, is a non-infringement, afterwsrds turn into an 
infringement ? It seems to me that the question comes to be 
one of fact. I should be inclined to hold that if it was the neces- 
sary outcome of natural laws, under ordinary conditions to which 
the article was to be subjected, that it did turn into something 
that by itself would be an infringement, then it is an infringe- 
ment, even although for a brief period at first it was in such a 
state as not to constitute an infringement.” We think that when 
the last stated question comes to be decided it will be decided 
on the lines indicated by the Lord President. But having 
regard to the authorities on cognate points, we cannot say that 
this is absolutely certain. 





Colonial Appeals to the Privy 
Council. 


THERE are two methods of appealing from decisions of a colonial 
court to the King in Council—one may be called the appeal as 
of right, and the other the appeal as of grace. In each casea 
preliminary application for leave to appeal must be made and 
granted. Possibly it is due to this fact that an appeal to the 
King in Council is always preceded by an application for leave— 
that the two methods of appealing from colonial decisions are 
not always distinguished, even in judgments delivered by the 
Judicial Committee. At any rate, there does appear to be some 
necessity for pointing out the distinction between appeals as of 
right and appeals as of grace, for they rest on entirely different 
principles, and this difference is particularly apparent whenever 
a question arises whether an appeal still lies from a colonial 
court whose decisions are by statute made “ final and conclusive.” 
In a recent case before the deg Council—Re The Will of Wi 
Matua (Deceased) (Times, 21st July)—the judgment delivered 
would have been more satisfactory if the difference referred to 
had been more explicitly stated. 

In the Orders in Council and Charters of Justice relating to 
colonial courts a right of appeal from the local court to the Ki 
in Council is usually given in express terms. This is the appest 
as of right. But in the same instruments conferring these rights 
of appeal the prerogative right of the Crown to grant special 
leave to appeal is also usually preserved in express terms, and this 

ower to appeal to the King in Council is the appeal as of grace. 

In appeals as of right the application for leave to appeal is made 
to the local court from be decision the litigant desires to 
appeal. In appeals as of grace the application is made to the 
Judicial Committee, being in form a petition to the King in 
Council to exercise his prerogative right and allow an a to 
himself from the colonial court. : 5 

In many of the statutes relating to courts of judicature in 
the self-governing dominions, some being statutes of the Legisla- 
ture of the United Kingdom and others being passed by the 
colonial legislatures, the decision of some colonial court—newl 
erected or invested with new jurisdiction—are made “ final 
conclusive.” Now on the face of it this expression is ambiguous, 
for it may, so far as the actual goes, mean 
either that no appeal at all is to be allowed, or that litigants are 
to have no actual right of appeal ome from any exercise of the 
royal prerogative, The general rule is that the Crown's prero- 
gative is not affected by any statute that does not affect it by 
express words or necessary implication. But such rights of the 
subject as do not depend for their existence on the Crown's 
prerogative rights may be taken away by loss precise 
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in a statute. Hence words in an enactment that would be 
sufficient to deprive the subject of his right to appeal might not 
be sufficient to deprive the King of his prerogative right of 
ting leave to appeal upon a petition being presented to the 
udicial Committee. This is aptly illustrated by the case of 
Cushing v. Dupuy (5 A. C. 409), on appeal from Quebec. 

By a statute of the Dominion of Canada the judgment of the 
Quebee court was declared to be “final.” The appellant, against 
whom the Quebec court had decided, applied to that court for 
leave to appeal to the Queen in Council, but the court dismissed 
the application on the ground that no appeal lay, its judg- 
ment being “final.” The appellant then applied to the Judicial 
Committee for special leave to appeal to the Queen in Council. 
It was held by the Judicial Committee that the effect of the 
Canadian legislation was to take away the power of appealing as 
of right to the Queen in Council, and that the Quebec court 
was right in holding that it could not grant leave to appeal. 
But “ the question of the power of the Queen to admit the appeal, 
as an act of grace, gives rise to different considerations,” and on 
“* the general principle that the rights of the Crown can only be 
taken away by express words,” the power of the Queen to allow 
the appeal was not affected by the same enactment which 
deprived the appellant of his right to appeal. The order for 
leave to appeal, granted conditionally, therefore stood, and the 
appeal was heard on its merits. 

Under very special circumstances, however, even in the 
absence of express words taking away the royal prerogative, the 
right of appeal as of grace was held to have been taken away, 
where the statute making the colonial court’s decision final— 
“such judgment shall not be susceptible of appeal ”—shewed an 
intention, in setting up a new court, of not allowing the royal 
prerogative to be exercised: Théberge v. Laudry (2 A. C. 102), on 
appeal from Quebec. In this case the new court set up was one 
for trying election petitions, a matter intimately concerned with 
“the rights and privileges of the electors and of the Legis- 
lative Assembly to which they elect members,” and great 
weight was given to this consideration. In Théherge v. Laudry 
no question about the appeal as of right was raised, and in this 
respect it differs from Cushing v. Dupuy, where both forms of 
appeal were under review, The decision in Théberge v. Laudry 
was to the effect that the Crown’s prerogative right of granting 
special leave to appeal had been taken away, and no appeal was 
, allowed ; in Cushing v. Dupuy this prerogative right was held 
not to have been taken away, and an appeal to the Queen in 
Council was allowed. 

Now in Rz The Will of Wi Matua these two eases fr »m Quebec 
were cited and relied on, but distinguished, in the judgment 
of the Judicial Committee delivered by Lord Ropertson, and they 
were the only cases referred to in the judgment as reported. 
Nevertheless, the broad distinction between the two cases inter se 
was not referred to, but they were treated as having decided the 
same thing. In /¥i Matua’s case special leave was asked to 
appeal from the Native Appellate Court of New Zealand. This 
court was created under the authority of the Native Land 
Court Act, 1894, by which jurisdiction was given to the Native 
Land Court in respect of all civil rights of the Maori natives 
relating to land, succession, probate and administration. Appeals 
were sllowed to the Native Appellate Court, and by section 93 
“ the decision of the Appellate Court shall, as to every question 
of law and fact, be final and conclusive.” The Crown’s prero- 
gative right of granting leave to sppeal is not mentioned in the 
Act. Wi Matv4,a Maori native, had made a will, and probate of 
this will was refused by the Native Land Court, and on appeal 
by the Native Appellate Court. The executor then petitioned 
the Judicial Committee for special leave to appeal, and the 
— was raised whether the words of section 93 of the 

ative Land Court Act (quoted above) excluded appeals to the 
King in Couneil by special leave—appeals “as of grace.” Lord 
Roverison said, after referring to Theberge v. Laudry and Cushing 
¥. : “It bas been argued that, inasmuch as the Native 

Court has 2 epoca jurisdiction, this sets ite judgments 


apart, and excludes review by his Majesty in Council. The 
whole virtue of this argument resides in the word ‘special,’ and 
in the supposed assimilation thereby effected to the two cases 





of Théberge v. Laudry and Cushing v. Dupuy. The difference 
between those cases and the present is of the broadest and most 
essential kind .... In them,” &c. Then the two cases are 
again shortly described, but without the least reference to the 
“broad and essential” distinction between ¢hem inter se noticed 
above. The conclusion arrived at is that the right of appeal 
has not been taken away; “the exclusion of the right to 
appeal to his Majesty would . . . bea forfeiture of existing rights 
on the part of sovereign and subject.” Now ths, of course, 
refers only to the appeal as of grace, the prerogative right of the 
Crown to grant special leave being the only question before the 
board. But the actual language of the judgment certainly 
covers the case of the appeal as of right, and might well be said 
to be adictum to the effect that an appeal lay as of right also 
from the Native Appellate Court. This lack of precision renders 
the judgment less valuable than it would otherwise have been. 

It is regrettable that judgments of the Judicial Committee, 
dealing with the subject of appeals to the King in Council, lend 
themselves so readily to criticism. The standing instance of a 
judgment of this sort is, of course, Webb v. Outrim (1907, A. C. 81). 
But in Colonial Sugar Refining Co. v. Irving (1905, A. C. 369) the 
language of the judgment, though in the nature of the case con- 
fined to a consideration of the appeal as of right, is sufficiently 
general to include in its scope the appeal as of grace. These two 
cases arose under the Australian Constitution, and cases similar 
to the Canadian case of Cushing v. Dupuy are certain to crop up 
in Australia. For instance, by section 39 of the Judiciary Act, 
1903 (a federal Act), the decisions of State Courts on federal 
questions are made “final and conclusive,” except so far as an 
appeal may lie to the High Court of Australia. Possibly any 
such decision might be held so far “final” as to exclude the 
appeal to the King in Council as of right, but not to extend to 
take away the appeal as of grace. 








Reviews. 
Lord Halsbury’s Laws of England. 


Tue Laws or ENGLAND: BEING A CoMPLETE STATEMENT OF THE 
Wuote Law or Encianp. By the Right Honourable the Earn 
or Hatssury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain 1885-86, 
1886-92, and 1895-1905, and other Lawyers. Votume III.: Bris 
oF SaLE; Bonps; Bounparres, FENCES, AND PARTY-WALLS ; 
Burtprne ConTRActTs ; ENGINEERS AND ARCHITECTS ; BUILDING 
SocreETIEs ; AND BURIAL AND CREMATION. Butterworth & Co. 


The plan of this comprehensive statement of the Laws of England 
is to treat fully in alphabetical order the leading heads of the law, 
and the present volume advances the scheme by presenting the pro- 
fession with detailed articles on the subjects mentioned on the title- 
page. The articles have been contributed by lawyers whose names 
are in general well known in connection with the several subjects. 
Thus the heading “ Bills of Sale” is the work of Mr. Herbert Reed, 
K.C. ; Building Contracts are treated by Mr. A. A. Hudson, President 
of the Tribunal of ge under the Lundon Building Acts, 1894- 
1905, assisted by Mr. H. L. Ormsby; and Sir Edward Brabrook, 
late Chief Registrar of Friendly Societies, with the assistance of Mr. 
D. D. Reid, has contributed the article on Building Societies. 


The subject of Bills of Sale is one in which there is no little difficulty 
in stating concisely and clearly the interpretation which the long 
line of authorities has placed upon the strict provisions of the 
statutes. It is no part of the plan of the work to set out verbally 
the provisions of the statutes ; but the effect of these provisions, 
and also of the authorities, is stated in the text, the clsocmaae to 
the statutes and the cases being placed in the footnotes, where also 
further details as to the exact points decided are given. In this 
way the volume provides a well-arranged treatise on the whole 
subject of Bills of Bale, while the reader is furnished with clues for 
following up any necessary further research. Prefixed to each article 
is an elaborate scheme of contents which shews how fully the subject 
is treated, and at the same time guides the reader quickly to the par- 
ticular matter he requires. This is well illustrated by the scheme 
prefixed to the article on Building Contracts. In reference to such 
contracts questions frequently arise as to the property in materials 
brought on the land, ond the cases on the subject are conveniently 
collected under Part XIII. “ Materials,” including a reference to the 
recent case of Laing & Son vy. Barclay (1908, A. U. 35), on propert; 
in a ship in,course of building. The work, as it progresses, will 
become an indispensable part of the lawyer’s library. 
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Interpretation. 


CarpinaL Routes or Lecat INTERPRETATION. Collected and 
Arranged by Epwarp Barat, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Srconp 
Epition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The subject of interpretation is a wide one. All application of 
law depends ultimately on interpretation of one kind or another ; on 
the interpretation of a particular instrument—a deed, a contract, or 
a will—or on the interpretation of statute or case law. Mr. Beal, in 
the work of which a second edition has now appeared, takes all this 
for his province, and with much skill and industry he has collected 
the cxtntilion in which the principles of interpretation are laid down. 
After discussing the various sources of case bor. and the manner in 
which its authority is recognized by the courts, he passes on to discuss 
the rules of legal interpretation applicable to all instruments, in 

articular the rule that the writer's intentions are to be taken 
rom the words of the instrument, construed in their ordinary 
sense, and not from any guess, however probable, at what he 
really meant. The opinions of the judges in Shore v. Wilson 
(9 Cl. & F. 355), from which Mr. Beal quotes, contain an ex- 
haustive statement of the fundamental rules of interpretation. 


Passing on to particular instruments, Mr. Beal deals in succession 
with contracts, deeds, mercantile and miscellaneous instruments, 
statutes, and wills. His method is to state a rule and then bring 
together under it passages from the cases in which it has been 
considered and enunciated. Thus, under deeds, numerous 
are given in et of the rule that the construction of a deed is to 
be made upon all its provisions, so as to bring them as far as possible 
into harmony. One of the most important of recent dicta on the 
subject is that of Lord Davey in North-Eastern Railway v. Hast- 
ings (1900, A. C., p. 267). And similarly as to the rule that a deed 
must have that construction given which will make it operative, a rule 
that, especially in former days, gave effect to deeds which were 
technically at fault. The subject of interpretation of statutes is 
dealt with very fully, and although, in wills, rules of interpretation 
are perhaps less strictly applied than in other instruments, yet 
they can certainly not be neglected by the practitioner, and here, 
as elsewhere, he will find much useful information and guidance in 
Mr. Beal’s work. 





Books of the Week. 


The Lawyer’s Companion and Diary and London and Provincial 
Law Directory for 1909, with Table of Costs, New Stamp Duties, 
Time Tables of the Courts, Index to Practical Statutes, Public 
Statutes of 1908, Legal Business of the Months, Oaths in Supreme 
Court, Estate, Legacy and Succession Duties, Legal, Time, Interest, 
Discount and other Tables. Edited by E. Layman, B.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Including New Tables specially compiled by a Fellow of the 
Institute of Actuaries. Sixty-third Annual Issue. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited) ; Shaw & Sons. 


The Science of Jurisprudence: A Treatise in which the Growth of 
Positive Law is unfolded by the Historical Method and _ its 
Elements Classified and Defined by the Analytical. By Hannis 
Taytor, LL.D. (Edin. and Dub.). New York: The Macmillan Co. 


Old Age Pensions Act, 1908, with Notes; together with the 
Statutory Regulations and Official Circulars issued by the Local 
Government Boards of England, Scotland and Ireland, and Financial 
Instructions of the Treasury. D. Owen Evans, Barrister at- 
Law. With an Introduction by the Right Hon. D. Luoyp Gzorer, 
M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Solicitor’s Diary, Almanac and Legal Directory, 1909 : contain- 
ing an excellent Diary for each Day in the Year, Treatises on the 
Stamp Act and on Estate, Succession and y Duties ; Lists of 
County Courts, Recorders, Town Clerks, Clerks of the Peace, 
Coroners, Under-Sheriffs, King’s Counsel, &c.; Information as to 
Oaths in Supreme Court, Jurats, &c, ; aoe on Registering 
Deeds, &c., at Public Offices ; Table’ of the Solicitors A the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Order and Scale, Precedents of Costs, Lists 
of District Registries, Official Receivers in Bankruptcy, Parliamen- 
tary, Insurance and Banking Directories, &c. ; a Digest of the Public 
General Acts of the Session of 1908 (8 Ed. 7), with Alphabetical 
Index, &c.; Lists of London and Provincial Barristers-at-Law, and of 
London and Country Solicitors, with appointments held by them, 
compared with the Official Roll by permission of the Council of the 
Law Society and Corrected by means of Direct Correspondence. The 
Treatise upon the Stamp Act and the Law and Practice of Stamping 
Documents is Revised to Date in accordance with the Latest Decisions 
and Practice ; the Treatise on Oaths, Solicitors’ Charges and Death 
Duties are Revised by J. Goprrry Hickson, Esq., Solici 
Sixty-fifth Year of Publication. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 





Correspondence. 


“ Scrutator” on Solicitors’ Accounts. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—The article in yourissueof the 31st of October on “Scrutator’s” 
letter to the 7'imes of the 23rd of October induces me to suggest that 
any solicitor who has sent a letter to the 7%mes answering or correct- 
ing “ Scrutator’s” letter on any point should communicate with you. 

mmediately on reading the article my curiosity was aroused as to 
the identity of the person who had written the letter, and his object 
in writing it. There is no denying that the letter, while couched in 
—— and vague lan is calculated to raise suspicions and 
oubts in the minds of the public with reference to our profession, 
and there is little doubt that if the writer were identified the object 
of the letter would be manifest. 

I accordingly wrote a letter on the 23rd of October to the Times, 
which was intended to draw a reply from “ Scrutator” which would 
give a sufficient clue as to his personality. The 7%mes has not inserted 
my letter, nor has any other answer to “ Scrutator’s ” attack appeared. 

{ have always understood it to be an essential of newspaper ethics 
if a letter is inserted attacking an individual or a class of individuals, 
that the writer should not remain anonymous, especially where, as in 
this case, he asserts special means of knowledge, and also that the 
newspaper which inserts the attack should also insert any reply, and 
it isa little surprising to find the Times, of all aap pete from 
this code, especially when the letter has been made the subject of a 
leading article. / 

It is improbable that I am the only solicitor who has attempted 
to correct some of the vague and inaccurate charges made against our 

rofession, andif this is so, it is evident that other letters besides mine 

ave not been inserted. 1n any case, why has the 7imes departed 
from what I considered until now its unbreakable tradition of 
“fair play”? and the answer to this will, I think, be found in the 
rd of “ Scrutator.” SoLicirTor. 

Nov. 4. . 





County Court Reform. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter} 


Sir,—As a Committee has been appointed by the Lord Chancellor 
to consider and report upon the jurisdiction and practice of the 
County Courts, I venture, as a solicitor in constant touch with these © 
courts, to make a few remarks and s tions which I feel sure 
from my experience are worthy of careful consideration. 

I would, in the first p suggest that evidence should be taken by 
the committee largely from solicitors or their managing clerks, because 
it is they who chiefly experience the deficiencies of the present 
practice and can probably suggest the best remedies. 

Sir Albert Rollit has repeatedly made suggestions for reform 
which are all most valuable, and particularly that relating to the 
creation of procedure in the county courts similar to the Order 14 
procedure in the High Court. 

His suggestions require no support from me, but I do hope that 
the one I have particularly mentioned will be carried out, I 
believe it to be univ ly agreed that without it the extended 
jurisdiction of the county courts cannot be complete. 4 

My first suggestion is that, at any rate in cases over £20, it should 
be made incumbent on the defendant tofile within acertain time before 
the trial a short statement of his defence. The reason is this—that 
while at present the plaintiff must set forth the grounds of his claim 
in his particulars, the defendant (except in a few cases) can conceal 
his defence until the trial. It has often happened that the defence is a 
yurely technical one, which could, if disclosed in time, have been cured 

y amendment before trial so that the real issue could be deter- 
mined at the hearing. The judges at present do not as a rule favour 
amendments at the last moment, and plaintiffs are often non-suited 


accordingly. i s : 
The suggestion I have made would cure this, and there is nothing 


really new in it, because at present in some cases—notably in those 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act—the respondent has to file 
an answer by which, substantially, he is bound at the hearing. 
From this I pass to the case where the plaintiff commences an 
action for tort in the High Court, which he can do now for a very 
small amount without any serious risk as to costs. Time after time 
ied at aasizes in which the plaintiff recovers perhaps £20 
or £30 and the costs of both sides amount to £200. And on the 
other hand, where the plaintiff fails in such cases, the defendant, 
after being put tothe expense of perhaps £100 in his 
frequently finds that the plaintiff is practically worthless. I do 
overlook the power a defendant has in some such cases of 
to have the action remitted on the ground that the plainti 
sufficient means, but everyone who has tried that procedure 


tor. ; 
enced the difficulty of proving the essential facts to obtain 
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order. I suggest that plaintiffs in tort should be putat least upon the 
same terms as plaintiffs in contract, and, if that were done, the evil 
which exists would to a large extent be remedied. 

Then again, there are the cases of libel, slander, seduction and 
breach of promise of marriage, in which county courts have no 
original jurisdiction at the present time. I know of no sufficient 
reason why they should not have jurisdiction in these cases, and 
_— I have said about other actions for tort applies equally to 

em. 

These are some of the chief suggestions that I have to make 
Others could be added, and particularly some relating to the court 
fees and the scales of costs, but this letter is -~ng enough. 

It is enough to say that I could give instauces which would shew 
that the term “Poor Man’s Court” does not describe the county 
court at the present time except so far as it refers to those unfor- 
tunate people who owe money but cannot pay it. 

A Soxicrror. 





Allowances to Solicitors as Witnesses. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—I enclose scale (sanctioned by the Treasury) of allowances 
to witnesses who may appear before a certain Departmental Com- 
mittee recently Porn Bis | by the Local Government Board, which I 
have just received. It will be seen therefrom that medical men, 
civil engineers, and architects are to be allowed three guineas a day ; 
solicitors and land surveyors two guineas only. have been 
unaware up to the present that solicitors as a class were inferior in 
professional status to medical men, civil engineers, or architects, and 
shall be glad to know from your readers whether I have been herein 
under a misapprehension, or whether this document may be regarded 
as evidence of another attempt to snub our profession. 

Oct. 30. Town CLERK. 


NOTICE TO WITNESSES. 
(1) The following is the scale, sanctioned by the Treasury, for 
allowance to summoned witnesses :— 
Physicians, Surgeons, Barristers, £ s. d.) 
ivil Engineers, and (in some | 
ins tances) Architects eee es oe. | ¢ ch igh —s 
Solicitors and Land Surveyors ...2 2 0 | 'F each might (covering a 


Gentlemen, not in any of the above period of twenty-four 


: . sen 
professions... 110 hours) during necessary 
a 
v0 


Tradesmen o 0 15 detention from home. 
Mechanics ... .010 


Labourers and others, from 5s. to0 7 ‘%) 
[See observations under “Current Topics.”—Eb. S../.] 





The Profession. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—May I ask what good effects your correspondent “A Thirty 
Years’ Subscriber” can anticipate from the carrying out of his sug- 

ion that “solicitors should follow the example of the Stock 

changes, and provide that security, for say £2,000, should be found 

by a solicitor for three years from the date of his commencing to 
practise on his own account ” ? 

Surely it would not be well to hamper young solicitors with 
further difficulties just as they are embarking upon the sea of active 
and independent legal life. A long term of articles, severe examina- 
tion tests, combined with the large initial and consequent outlay con- 
nected with his profession, should constitute, one would think, quite 
a sufficient tax upon a young man entering the profession, and should 

a good guarantee of his fitness, without his being in addition put 

to the difficulty of finding a surety or sureties for a large sum of 
money for three years. 
__ Imagine the case of a young solicitor with poor relatives, to whom 
it has meant a severe struggle to enter upon a professional career at 
all; it might be a most difficult thing for him to ind those who 
would be ale to stand guarantors for him to e1ch an amount. 

In such an instance, though it would prot bly be comparatively 
rare, how would the young man’s prospects be affected ? 

Nov. 3. RAEL. 


Law Books. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitor? Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 
Sir,—It has often occurred to me that it would be a great improve- 
ment if law books were printed on thin paper and bound in flexible 
indings, thus being a quarter of their present size. 
Most country lawyers require to have a large library, and are 
Pepe dl pressed for room—to say nothing of having to carry books 
rom place to place. If the idea has occurred to others, perhaps they 
will express their views. Country Lawyer. 
[Perhaps some publisher would tell us how far the adoption of our 
correspondent’s useful suggestion would increase the cost of law 








A Caution, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’. Journal and Weekly Reporter] 


Sir,—I wish to give a word of warning to solicitors against a 
og ene who seems to be now going about London. Curiously enough 
e has called both here and at my office in Serjeants’-inn. At each 
oftice he called with an introduction from a client (the introducer in 
each case saying he knew nothing about him). 

The story told was that his wife was the owner of certain lease- 
hold houses and had agreed to sell them to one of the tenants ; that 
the purchaser had offered a deposit of £50, which had been refused, 
as he thought it was best not to take a deposit until a solicitor had 
been consulted ; and further, that no formal contract had been 
entered into, merely a letter of offer and acceptance. 

The property was stated to be derived under the will of an uncle, 
of which a copy would be supplied, the probate being stated to be 
in the possession of the solicitor for the executors. 

A certain amount of anxiety was expressed on each occasion as to 
whether there was any harm in the correspondence forming the con- 
tract. The party then arranged that his son would call with the 
deeds the following da and a request was made that the deposit 
should be received by the solicitor. 

The party described himself as a dairy farmer at Staines. He 
entered freely into conversation with me as to the number of his 
cows and the mode of his business, and talked in a most plausible and 
apparently straightforward way. 

t was not until he was leaving that the cloven hoof shewed itself; 
he then, both here and at Serjeants’-inn, asked the same question, 
namely, what was the fare to Clapham Junction, and would it be more 
than 14d., as he had only 14d. in his:pocket. On being told that it 
would probably be more, he at Serjeants’-inn asked for a loan, and 
eventually, to get rid of him, my clerk gave him 6d. Here he cer- 
tainly did not make any request for money, but on my telling him 
that the fare would probably be more than 1$d., he merely said, “I 
had better get a cab, and when I get to Clapham Junction I can 
change a cheque.” He then left. 

On comparing notes with my son in the evening, I found that the 
person who called on me and the story he told me tallied exactly with 
the person who called at Serjeants’-inn and the story he told there. 

I need hardly say that I have heard nothing further from him, but 
with a view to testing the matter, I wrote aletter to him which has 
to-day come back through the Dead Letter Office marked “Unknown.” 

I venture to ask you to give this letter a place in your next issue, 
in the hope that my experience may be a warning to others in the 
profession, Ernest KIrp. 

9, Young-street, Kensington High-street, London, Nov. 3. 








Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing. 


Heriot—Mortgagor in Possession—Dying Seised.—Where by 
the custom of a manor. the lord is entitled to a heriot on the 
death of a tenant of customary freeholds dying solely seised, a 
tenant who has conveyed the freeholds by way of legal mortgage 
does not remain seised of them so as to entitle the lord to claim a 
heriot on his death. It is assumed that the custom of the manor 
requires neither any particular form of alienation, nor the consent of 
the lord or notice to him. This being so, a conveyance in any form 
appropriate for passing the legal estate operates to transfer to the 
grantee the seisin also, and to constitute him tenant of the manor, 
whether it is absolute or only by way of mortgage. The fact that the 
mortgagor retains an interest, under which he is regarded in equity as 
still the owner, does not retain the seisin in him. The compara- 
tively modern doctrine as to the equity of redemption remaining in the 
mortgagor being an estate in the lan cannot be applied to a custom 
which depends upon seisin. For the purpose of the custom the 
seisin is attached tothe legal estate—CopestakEe Vv. Hoper (C.A., 
May 16) (52 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 516 ; 1908, 1 Ch. 10). 


Mortgage—WNotice by Mortgagee Requiring Payment—Default 
for Three Months.—Under section 19 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, a mortgagee, if the mortgage is made by deed, has power to 
sell the mortgaged property when the mortgage money has become 
due, and ordinarily this is at the expiration of six months from the 
execution of the mortgage. But under section 20 the power of sale is 
not to be exercised until “notice requiring payment of the mortgage 
money has been served on the mortgagor, and default has been 
made in payment of the mortgage money for three months after 
such service” ; or until default in payment of interest or breach of 
covenant. How‘ the three months to be reckoned? The form of 
notice sometimes sequires payment at the end of three months from its 
date, and intimates that, if the money is not then paid, the mortgagee 


books. They seem to become bigger and heavier everv year.—Ep. S.J. ; will proceed to exercise his power of sale. But, on the notice, there is 





Fone own. i. oe an ae 2 ee eee 


i en on -an .n . o. an. a l | 


as to 
. con- 
h the 
posit 


He 
f his 
e and 


tself; 
stion, 
more 
at it 
and 
: COr- 
him 
We: 
can 


t the 
with 


re. 
, but 


2 by 
the 
d, a 
gage 
im a 
anor 
nt of 
‘orm 

the 
\nor, 
; the 
ty as 
ara- 
1 the 
stom 

the 
Veins 


ault 
Act, 
r to 
ome 
the 
le is 
gage 
een 
ifter 
h of 
m of 
n its 
Agee 
re is 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER.  [Vol. 53.] 31 





Nov. 7, 1908. 





Do default by the mortgagor till the expirationof thethree months, and 
if this is the default referred to in the statute, a further period of 
three months would have to elapse before the property could be sold. 
This, however, is not in accordance with the common understandin 
of the law, nor, it has now been held, is it required by the terms o 
the statute. The mortgagor is in default so soon as the day fixed by 
the mortgage itself for payment of the money has passed, and he 
remains thereafter continuously in default. Consequently the three 
months after service of the notice covers three months cf default, and 
on the expiration of this period the power of sale is immediately 
exereiseable—BarKeER v. ILLINGwoRTH (Swinfen Eady, J., May 1) 
(1908, 2 Ch. 20). 


Landlord and Tenant—Implied Covenant for Quiet Enjoy- 
ment.—-A covenant for quiet enjoyment is implied from the use in a 
lease of the word “demise” (Burnett v. Lynch, 5 B. & C., p. 609), 
though it is restricted as regards duration to the estate of the lessor, 
and the lessee cannot rely upon it after that estate has come to an 
end: Baynes v. Lloyd (1895, 1, Q. B. 820; 1895, 2 Q. B. 610). And it 
has been settled that a similar covenant is implied upon any con- 
tract for letting, although the word “ demise” is not used: Bandy 
v. Cartwright (8 Ex. 913), Hall v. City of London Brewery Co. 
(2 B. & 8. 737), Robinson v. Kilvert (41 Ch. D., p. 96), Budd-Scott 
v. Daniell (1902, 2 K. B. 351). Doubt was thrown on this latter im- 
plication of the covenant by the Court of Appeal in Baynes v. Lloyd 
(supra) ; cf. Jones v. Lavington (1903, 1 K. B. 353); but the point did 
not actually arise in either of these cases, and it is still the rule 
that a covenant for quiet enjoyment is implied from a mere 
agreement for letting—MarkHam v. Pacet (Swinfen Eady, J., 
March 11) (1908, 1 Ch. 697). 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


REED v. GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO. 29th Oct. 


MASTER AND SERVANT—EMPLOYMENT—ACCIDENT TO ENGINE DRIVER 
WHILE ON Duty—Accipent Nor ARISING ouT oF EMPLOYMENT— 
WorkKMEN’s Compensation Act, 1897, s. 1. 


R., an engine driver, left his engine, which was at a standstill in a 
station, to speak with a friend. On returning to his engine he was 
knocked down by a wagon which was being shunted, and was killed. 

Held, that as R. at the time of the accident, although on duty, had 
no business to be on the line, and was not actually at work for, or 
engaged in doing anything in -the furtherance of, the defendants’ 
interest, but had chosen to use the interval for a purpose of his own, 
the accident which killed him was not one ‘‘ arising out of and in the 
course of his employment,” and his widow consequently had no claim 
to compensation. 


> 

The widow of an engine driver claimed compensation for the death 
of her husband, who was killed under the following circumstances : 
On the day of the accident the man was in charge of an engine which 
was stopped at a level crossing at Landore, Swansea, and he left the 
engine to get a book from a friend, which was unconnected with his 
duties. On returning he was knocked down by a wagon then being 
shunted and killed. The county court judge at Swansea awarded 
the widow and children £300. The company appealed, contending that 
the accident did not arise out of and in the course of the man’s employ- 
ment, and therefore they were not liable. The Court of Appeal 
entered judgment for the company, and the widow appealed. Argu- 
ments were Sean on the 16th of July, and judgment was reserved. The 
main point argued was whether the case could be distinguished from 
Smith v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. (1899, 1 Q. B. 141). 

Lord Loresurn, C., after briefly stating the facts, said : The only 
question in dispute was whether or not the accident which killed Reed 
was one ‘‘arising out of and in course of his employment.”’ I cannot 
think that it was. I agree that labour is often intermittent. If a man 
is in the place of his employment and during its hours uses such 
intervals otherwise than in working, and while doing so is injured by 
one of the dangers to which the employment exposes him, that may be 
an accident within the statute. He may be in such case required to be 
in attendance and in that respect engaged on his duty, though not 
actually doing work. But here this man was where he was not entitled 
to be, and was not working, but pleasing himself. It is not that he 
thereby violated a rule, but that the accident did not arise out of or 
take ~ Si in the course of the employment at all. It took place while 
for the moment he quitted his employment. No doubt allowance must 
be made for the habits of business, and the Act must be applied reason- 
ably, but in this case I can see no ground for allowing compensation. 


Lord Macnaanren: I am of the same opinion. I agree with the 


Master of the Rolls in thinking that in all these cases it is incumbent 
upon the claimant to make out that the accident in respect of which 


compensation is claimed arose out of and in the course of the injured | 





man’s employment, not, upon the employer to prove the contrary. But 
here the evidence shews that it was-for a purpose of his own, and not 
in the execution of his- duty or in the interest of his employers that 
the injured man exposed himself to the risk which caused his death. 
He had been warned against doing the very thing which he ventured 
to do. He was, of course, wrong in disregarding the injunctions of 
his employers. But it is not on the ground of misconduct that his 
dependants are now without remedy. At the time when the accident 
happened the man was about his own business, not about the business 
of his employers. For the moment he had put himself outside the 
area of protection which the Legislature has carefully marked out. The 
case, in my opinion, is not within the scope of the enactment at all. 
I think the appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Lords AsHBOURNE and James oF Hererorp concurred. Appeal dis- 
missed.—CounseL, C. A. Russell, K.C., and D. Lleufer Thomas ; Lush, 
K.C., and D. C. Bartley. Soticrrorns, Metcalfe & Sharpe, for Leyson, 
Swansea; FR. RP. Nelson. 

| Reported by Exsxiwz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


FREDERICK v. BOGNOR WATER CO. Eve, J. 28th Oct. 


Water—Water Suppty—Domestic Purposes—Dwetting Hovse— 
ScHoot—Purposes or TRADE OR BUSINESS. 


A waterworks company’s special Act provided that the company 
should, at the request of occupiers of houses, furnish them with a 
supply of water for domestic purposes at specified rates, but that the 
company should not be compelled to supply water to any dwelling 
house otherwise than by agreement where any part of such house was 
used for any trade, manufacture, or business for which water was 
required. The company supplied water to the plaintiff's house, which 
was used as a boarding school. 


Held, that the plaintiff was entitled to be supplied with water at the 
rate specified for the supply of water for domestic purposes. 


This was a special case stated for the opinion of the court under 
order 34. The plaintiff was the occupier of a house situate within 
the area of supply of the defendants under the Bognor Water Act, 
1891, by which the defendants were incorporated for the purpose of 
supplying water within their district. The house, which had previously 
been occupied as a dwelling house, had been converted into a boys’ 
school, and the plaintiff had provided in it accommodation for boarding 
approximately forty resident pupils. There was in the grounds of the 
house and detached from the house a building which the plaintiff intended 
to use as a laundry in connection with the school, for which use he 
required to be supplied with water. The house contained thirty-three 
rooms, two fixed baths, five water closets, and the building used as a 
laundry, in which domestic washing only was proposed to done for 
the plaintiff's family and pupils. Section 60 of the Bognor Water Act 
provided that the company should, on the application of occupiers of 
dwelling houses, furnish to such occupiers a sufficient supply of water 
for domestic purposes at rates therein specified. Section 61 provided 
that the company should not be compelled to supply water ‘‘to an 
dwelling house otherwise than by agreement where any part of su 
dwelling house is used for any trade, manufacture, or benteste for 
which water is required.”” The plaintiff claimed that he was entitled 
to a supply of water for domestic purposes at a rate not exceeding 
the rate at which water was to be supplied for domestic purposes. 
The defendants contended that the plaintiff was carrying on a business 
for which water was required, and that they were therefore not com- 
pelled to supply water otherwise than by agreement. The question 
for the opinion of the court was whether the plaintiff was entitled to 
be supplied with water at a rate not exceeding the rate specified in 
section 60 of the Act. 

Eve, J., said the question was whether the plaintiff was entitled to 
be supplied with water to his house at a rate not exceeding the rate 
specified in section 60. The determination of that question turned 
upon the construction of the words “‘for which water is required.” 
Was the business of keeping a boys’ school a business for which 
water was required within the meaning of the section? A section in 
almost identical terms came before the court in Chester Waterworks 
Co. v. Chester Union (98 L. T. 701). That case indicated that the 
important point was, not the character of the house in which the water 
was used, but the character of the purpose for which the water 
was used. That case, therefore, was in the plaintiff's favour. The 
case of Pidgeon v. Great Yarmouth Waterworks (1902, 1 K. B. 310) 
also went to show that one is not entitled to treat the user of water 
on business premises as a user for business purposes unless the business 
was such as In itself to demand a user of water apart from the domestic 
purposes of the inmates of the premises. His lordship, therefore, held 
that the keeping of a boarding school was not a business for which 
water was required within the meaning of section 61, and made a 
declaration that the mage was entitled to be supplied with water 
at a rate not exceeding the rate specified in section 60.—Covnssn, 
Lord Robert Cecil, Kc, and Bethune; P. O. Lewrence, K.C., and 
R. C. Glen. Sorrcrrors, Hill & Aspinall, for G. W. Cutts, Bognor; 
Ravenscroft, Woodward, & Co. 


[{Reportei by S. BE. Wi trams, Barrister-at-Law, | 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
FOOT v. FINDLAY. Div. Court. 14th Oct. 


ADULTERATION—IMPORTATION OF MARGARINE WITH MORE THAN 
SIXTEEN PER CENT. OF WaTeR—Sate or Foop anp Drvues Act, 
1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), s. 18 anp ScnepuLe—Sae or Foop AnD 
Drues Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vicr. c. 51), s. 1—Burrer anD MARGARINE 
Acr, 1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. 21), s. 5. 


The certificate of analysis of the principal chemist of the Govern- 
ment Laboratories, given under section 1 (4) and (5) of the Sale of Food 
and Drugs Act, 1899, need not be in the form prescribed in section 18 
and the schedule of the Food and Drugs Act, 1875. 


Case stated by justices for the borough and county of Southampton. 
The respondent Findlay was summoned under section 1 of the Sale of 
Food and Drugs Act, 1899, for that he on the 17th day of February, 
1908, at the Outer Dock, in the county borough of Southampton, within 
the limits of the port of Southampton, did import into the United 
Kingdom, per the steamship 7’adorma, from Rotterdam, certain 
margarine, containing more than 16 per cent. of water—to wit, one 
hundred and twelve pounds weight of margarine—in four packages 
marked mi » which said margarine was, upon examination of a 
— thereof, found to contain 16 9-10 per cent. of water, contrary 
to form of the statute, &c. The justices dismissed the information, 
but consented to state and sign the Sclloning case. Upon the hearing 
of the information it was agreed between the solicitors for the appellant 
and respondent that before any evidence was taken the certificate of 
analysis should be put in, which was accordingly done. The following 
is a copy of this certificate :—‘‘Lab. No. 91 M, ’07-’08.—Govern- 
ment Laboratories, London, W.C.—Certificate of analysis under the 
provisions of section 1 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1899.—I, 
the undersigned, principal chemist of the Government Laboratories, do 
hereby certify that I received on the 18th day of February, 1908, a 


sample of margarine marked wey , taken by A. Foot, an officer 


of Customs, Southampton ; that I have caused the same to be analysed, 
and declare the results of the analysis to be as follows : The sample 
contains 16.9 per cent. of water, which quantity is 0.9 per cent. in 
excess of the legal limit. As’witness my hand, this 14th day of March, 
1908. Signature of analysts (Sd.) George Stubbs; (Sd.) T. E. Thorpe, 
principal chemist.’’ The solicitor for the respondent then submitted 
that the said certificate was bad, inasmuch as it was not in the form 
rescribed by section 18 and the schedule of the Sale of Food and 
Dregs Act, 1875, and particularly as the analyst had failed to state 
therein whether or not any change had taken place in the constitution of 
the article that would interfere with the analysis thereof, as required 
by that form. The solicitor for the appellant contended the certificate 
was good inasmuch as the form mentioned in the Act of 1875 did not 
apply to a certificate given by the principal chemist of the Govern- 
ment Laboratories under section 1 of the Act of 1899. The justices 
were of opinion that the form of certificate should be in the form 
bed in the schedule to the Act of 1875, and dismissed the 
information on the ground that the said certificate was bad in form. 
The question raised by the case was whether this decision was right. 
The respondent did not appear on the appeal. 


Lord Atverstone, C.J., said, in giving judgment, that he regretted 
the case had not been argued on the other side, if only for this ere 
that there had been a number of cases under the Act of 1875 which 
carried the protection given by the form of certificate very far, and in 
not a few of these cases the proceedings failed because the certificate 
did not follow the form which was prescribed by the statute. But, as 
far as they could judge—and no doubt the Solicitor-General had brought 
to their attention all that was material, so far as he knew—those cases 
had no - lication to this present case. By section 1 of the Sale of 
Food an rugs Act, 1899, am offence was created which dealt with 
the importation of certain articles. In this case the article was one 
which came within the amending Act of 1907—namely, margarine, with 
@ certain amount of, or too much, water in it. By sub-section 5 of 
section 1 of the Act of 1899 the certificate of the principal chemist 
was to be sufficient evidence of the facts therein stated, and no form 
of certificate had been given. Bown —— that legislation had 

am express provision with regard to this particular offence, and 
there being in this case a certificate of the princpal chemist, which, so 
far as they could jude, complied with everything required, because 
all that was necessary was to say whether or not the margarine had 
more than 16 per cent. of water in it, he did not think any form which 
was used with regard to the old certificate was applicable. There was 
nothing to shew that the special form of certificate required by the 
Sore om wes te apply ht wg) geezer certificate, and he thought, 

x appeal must allowed, and the c , 

he teudline to dad) the e case sent back for 


Biomam and Watrox, JJ., concurred.—Counsex, Sir 8. T. Evans 
B.G., and Daldy. Sosrton, Sir N. Highmore, Solicitor to the 


[Report 4 by C. G. Mona”, Barrister-at-Law,] 








Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
L, (OTHERWISE M.) v. L. Gorell Barnes, P. 3rd Nov. 


Divorce—Nviurry—Cross ALLEGATIONS—RicHT TO BrecIN—PRACTICE. 


On this case being called on, counsel for the respondent claimed the 
right to open. It appeared that the wife, when the suit was first 
instituted, had asked only for a judicial separation on the ground of 
the respondent’s alleged cruelty. The respondent, in his answer, denied 
the allegations of cruelty, and sought a decree of nullity on the ground of 
the petitioner’s alleged incapacity. The petitioner then amended her 
petition, and after denying the respondent’s allegation, prayed for a 
declaration of nullity on the ground of her husband’s alleged incapacity. 
Counsel submitted that the respondent’s prayer for the greater relief 
being first on the file, he had the right to open. Counsel for the 
petitioner admitted that his client had first asked for a judicial 
separation, but had also alleged her husband’s incapacity in her 
petition. [Goreti Barnes, P.—The allegations of cruelty became 
immaterial once the petition was amended to one of nullity, as the 
only material plea is incapacity.] It was submitted that a mere amend- 
ment of her prayer for relief should not deprive her counsel of the 
right to begin. 

Gorett Barnes, P.—I am satisfied that the burden of proof is on 
the petitioner, who has therefore the right to begin. The case was then 
proceeded with, but the facts had no legal interest.—CounsgL, F'ramp- 
ton; Barnard, K.C., and Gutteridge. Soticrrors, Helder & Co., for 
Treasure, Gloucester ; Baylis, Pearce, & Co., for Larengey, Cheltenham. 

[Reported by Diasy Oorss-Parxpy, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re ¥, & E. Neville, J. 29th Oct. 


SoLictrorns—TAXATION—VOUCHERS—DELIVERY UP OF DocuMENTS— 
VoucHERS FoR PAYMENTS ON BEHALF oF CLIENT—PROPERTY IN Docv- 
MENTS HELD BY AGENT—TAXATION OF Costs—RETAINER OF CLIENT’S 
Moneys AS PAYMENT MORE THAN A YEAR BEFORE APPLICATION TO Tax— 
Waiver or Detivery or Bux—Soricrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. 
c. 73), s. 41. 


Solicitors retained the amount of their bills of costs against R. A., 
a young man, out of moneys in their hands belonging to him. Shortly 
afterwards R. A. ceased to employ the solicitors, who told him that 
they had closed their accounts with him, but that their accounts were 
open to his inspection. Neither accounts nor bills of costs were 
delivered to him. Upon a claim three years afterwards by the trustee 
in bankruptcy of R. A. against the solicitors for delivery up of vouchers 
for payments stated by them to have been made on behalf of R. A., and 
for taxation of the bill of costs, 

Held, that the vouchers, being the property of the bankrupt, his 
trustee in bankruptcy was entitled to them without releasing the 
solicitors from accounting for the payments, and that in the absence of 
any waiver of delivery the bills must be taxed. 


In 1903 E. & E. were the solicitors of R. A., who came of 
age on the 24th of December, 1903, on which date he became 
absolutely entitled to £80,000. In 1904 and 1905 sums amounting to 
£14,683 were received by his solicitors. These sums they applied 
partly on his behalf and partly in discharge of their own costs, which 
amounted to £521 18s. 9d. After 1906 the solicitors ceased to take any 
part in the management of Mr. A.’s affairs. No accounts were 
produced to him, but he was offered inspection of the books. No bills 
of costs were delivered. He was told that the account was closed, and 
thereafter it appears that he consulted other solicitors from time to 
time in relation to his affairs. In 1907 he was adjudicated bankrupt. 
In 1908 the trustee in bankruptcy wrote to the solicitors for an account, 
bills of cost, and vouchers of payments made by E. & E. out of 
Mr. A.’s moneys. They produced accounts and delivered bills 
of costs, but refused to deliver the vouchers except in exchange for a 
discharge in respect of the payments to which the vouchers related, in 
addition to the assurance, which was offered by the trustee, that he 
had no intention to dispute the fact that the vouchers represented 
actual payments made. The trustee refused to give the discharge 
against receipt of the vouchers, and upon the solicitors refusing to 
deliver them. the trustee applied for delivery of the vouchers and 
taxation of the bills of costs. The taxing-master ordered delivery of 
the vouchers, but refused to order taxation, as more than a year had 
elapsed after the date when, as. he held, Mr. A. had waived 
delivery of the bills. Upon appeal from the tdéxing-masters order, it 
was contended, on behalf of the solicitors, that their client had waived 
delivery of the bills of costs, that waiver was equiyalent to payment : 
Re Van Laun (1907, 1 K. B. 155; 1907, 2 K. B. 23); and that subsequent 
delivery of the bills related back to the time of payment : Hitchcock v. 
Stretton (1892, 2 Ch. 343), Re R. G. Thompson, Ex parte Bayliss (1894, 
1 Q. B. 462). Consequently, in the absence of ple 4 circumstances, the 
bills could not now be taxed. 

Nevuuez, J., said that the vouchers were the property of Mr. A., 
whose agents for payment were E. & E. An agent had not 
the right to ¢ it a condition of delivery “P by him of his principal's 
property that he should be released from all matters with which that 
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property was connected. The relations were not those of trustee and 
cestui que trust. It might perhaps be contended that by demandin 

the vouchers as his property the principal adopted the transaction o 

which the voucher was evidence, and could not afterwards repudiate 
his agents’ authority. As to the taxation of the costs, no bills had 
been delivered until 1908, and there was not the slightest evidence of 
waiver. The bills must be taxed, and the costs of the application paid 
by the solicitors.—Counsen, HZ. W. Hansell; A. F. MacSwinney. 
Sorrcrtors, Devonshire, Monkland & Co.; E. & E. 

[Reported by A. 8, Opp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Solicitor Ordered to be Suspended for Twelve Months. 
Oct. 28.—ARTHUR GEORGE COLBECK, Wrexham. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
The Council of Legal Education. 


The following are the awards upon the recent Michaelmas examina- 
tions of the Council of Legal Education. L.I. means Lincoln’s Inn, 
I.T. Inner Temple, M.T. Middle Temple, and G.I. Gray’s Inn : 

Roman Law. 

The following students passed in Roman Law : 

Class I.—Leonard Christian Adami, I.T.; Eugene Bregeon, G.I. ; 
Arthur Brooke, I.T.; Robert Lee Campbell, & et Muthiah David 
Devadoss and George Mouat Dundas-Mouat, I.T.; Henry William 
Fiddes, L.I.; Mark Frank Levey, M.T.; Edward Ludwig Malone and 
aout 1. « igpeinaa G.I. ; David Dewar Kobertson, L.I.; Harry Charles 

parke, G.I. 

Class II.—Edward Ba Din, M.T.; Sohrab Rustomji Davar, G.I. ; 
John Talfourd Furley, M.T.; Hemantakumar Ghose, GL; Humphrey 
Adam Gilbert, M.T.; Reginald George Gill, L.I.; James Godding, 
G.I.; Roland Vaughan Gwynne, I.T.; Meherban Hormasjee Hakim, 
M.T.; Miles Edward Hansell, I.T.; Arthur Eric Keuneman, G.I. ; 
Walter Brindley Martin, M.T.; Grama Kashinranga Char Narayan, 
L.I.; Harold Rhodes and Robert Lindsay Ross, LT. 3; Percy Barlow 
Sharpe, M.T.; James Robertson Wilson, LT. 

Class III.—Mukhtar Ahmed, G.I.; Robert Neale Menteth Bailey, 
L.I.; On Ba, M.T.; Christopher Bethell, I.T.; Charles Joseph Mark- 
ham Blake, M.T.; Jnanadabhiram Borooah, G.I.; Ernest Braddock 
and Francois Ambroise Ernest Brouard, M.T. ; Harold Beresford 
Butler and Donald Neil Campbell, I.T.; Charles Howard Carpenter, 
G.I.; Johnson Macmillan Challinor, I.T.; Ronald Scott Chapman, 
James Denyer, and Louis Hyppolyte Joseph Gabriel René Fery 
D’Esclands, M.T.; Louis Draper, G.I.; Jo Percy Eddy, M.T.; 
George Keith Ewing, I.T.; Alfred Fahey, M.T.; Charles George 
Edgar Farmer, I.T.; Stanley Howard Greville-Smith, M.T.; Patric 
Swinglehurst Hamilton, L.I.; Joseph Silas Heard, Maung Hla Shwe, 
Claude Douglas Devereux Hogan, Reginald Victor John Somerville 
Hogan, William Herbert Humphreys, and Samuel Roberts Jenkins, 
M.T.; Mohammad Ali Khan, L.I.; Shankar Lal, G.I.; Carleton 
George Langley, M.T.; John William Ashby Maude and Frederic 
Mackenzie Maxwell, I.T.; John Joseph Mifsud and Pyare Lal Misra, 
G.I. ; Arthur Conway Osborne Morgan, and Emanuel Charles Moryo- 
seph, L.I.; Francis Hugh Mugliston, I.T.; Nagendra Nath Mukerjee 
and Gokul Chand Narang, L.I.; Cecil Grantham Page, I.T.; 
Has Feng Pan, L.I.; Kakad Narayana Gopal Pillai, M.T.; 
Maung Po Han, L.I.; John Marius Prillevitz and Mukand Lal Puri, 
M.T.; Dhanpat Ram and Banyamaeen Mattuswamy Ramanathan, G.I. ; 
Mohammed Abdur Rashid, Syed Raziuddin, and Donald Osmund 
Riviere, M.T.; Alfred Watson Rogers, G.I.; Charles Thomas Sam- 
man, M.T.; Vinayak Damodar Savarkar, G.I.; Robert Brooke Camp- 
bell Scarlett, John Willoughby Scott, and Kenneth Hirst Scougal, 
I.T.; Ashutosh Sen, G.I.; Montague Shearman, jun., and Alexander 
Ferguson Smyly, I.T. ; Chatarbhuj Sreekishen, G.I. ; George Macaulay 
Stevenson-Reece, Paul William John Augustin Stomm, and the Hon. 
William Maitland Strutt, I.T.; Jerrold Francis Goone Tilleke and 
Mohammad Tofail, G.I.; Aung Tun, Ernest Amphlett Whitehouse, 
and Edward Frank Wise, M.T. 

Examined, 137; Passed, 98. 

Five candidates were ordered not to be admitted for examination 
again until the Easter Examination, 1 

ConsTITUTIONAL Law anp Lecat History. 

The following students passed in Constitutional Law (English and 
Colonial) and Legal History :— 

Class I.—No award. 

Class I1.—Clement Edward Davies, L.I.; Charles Fortescue Garstin, 
M.T.; Clifford Edward Geendts, L.T.; James Neville Gray, L.I.; 
Frederic Mackenzie Maxwell, I.T.; Skinner Raymond Sebastian, L.I. ; 
—— Teulon Swan Sonnenschein, I.T.; Ardesar Hormasji Wadia, 


A 

Class III].—Leonard Christian Adami and Christopher Arthur Adam- 
son, I.T.; Syed Wasiuddin Ahmad, M.T.; Varaganeri Venkatesa 
Subramaina Aiyar, L.I.; Geoffre ay oo and George Henry Belas, 
I.T, ; Jnanadabhiram Borooah, G.I.; Arthur Brooke, I.T.; John James 
Buchan, G.I,; Francis Willoughby Bullock and Harold Beresford 
Butler, I.T.; Ernest Washington Chance, me Udharam Bherumal 
Chandiramani and Geoffrey Chevalier Cheshire, L,I. ; Chit Hla, Herbert 
Clark, and Wilfred Cotton, M.T.; Gerard William Daman, I.T. ; Sohrab 





Rustomji Davar, G.I.; Samuel Victor Lino Davies, L.I.; Muthiah 
David Devadoss and Do Dewar, L.T.; William Hustler Eastgate, 
G.I.; Leonard Duncan i ge L.I.; George Keith Ewing and 
Charles George Edgar Farmer, T.; Ivan Sidney Fisher, ag John 


Forrest and George Cues French, 1.T.; | ; <p, 
M.T.; Reginald p_ al ill and Patrick Swinglehurst Hamilton, L.I1. ; 
Henry Foster Handley-Derry, M.T.; Herbert Philip Hilton, G.I. ; 
Maung Hla Pe, L.I.; Claude las Devereux Hogan and Reginald 
Victor John Somerville Hogan, M.T.; Kenneth George Holland and 
Francis William Hoole, I.T.; Amolakram Hoon, G.I.; Hubert Hosken, 
Worthington Wynn Hoskin, and Edward St. John Jackson, LT.; 
Mohomedall ebjee by rary Bee Mul Chand Kapur, G.I. ; Imda- 
dali Imamally Kazi and Edward Herbert Keeling, L.I. ; Ignatius George 
Kelly, Edward Charles pomnty , and William Gres- 
ham Leveson-Gower, I.T.; M Frank Levey, M.T.; Henbert Lumb, 
1.T.; Mohamed Din Malak, G.I.; Ardeshir ji Masani, Parashu- 
ram Gopal Masurekar, and Hormusjee Munchershaw Mehta, M.T. ; 
Pyare Lal Misra, G.I.; Meghnad Mitter, Prithiraj Mitter, Ebrahim 
Hashim Moosajee, and id Ogilvy Morris, M.T.; Nagendra Nath 
Mukerjee, Ratilal Ghelabhai Munsif, and Maung Mya-d, L.I.; Horace 
Stuart Myer, I.T.; John William Myers, M.T.; Gokul Chand Narang, 
L.1.; Ockert John Olivier, I.T.; Herbert Peck and Galappatti 
Kankanange William Perera, L.I.; Ram Bahadur Pershad, -T.; 
Vaman Vishun Phadke,-G.I. ; Kalarakhal Govinda Gopala Pillai, M.T. ; 
Sajba Shanker Rangnekar, L.I.; Harold Rhodes, Carrol Romer, Robert 
Lindsay Ross, and John Guy Ruseell, 1.T.; Pindi Das Sabherwai, 
M.T.; Robert Brooke Campbell Scarlett, I.T.; Indu Bhushan Sen, 
Keshari Prasad Sinha, and Charles Smith, M-T.; William Thomas 
Snell, G.I.; ‘Walter Elliot Stanford, I.T.; George Francis — 
M.T.; John Francis Harvey Templer, 1.T.; Mervyn Lawrence Tew 
and Edwin Arthur Tilley, L.I.; Alexander Phipps Turnbull, LT. ; 
Hormasju Ardesir Vakil, M.T.; Wilfrid Fabian Waite, L.I.; Charles 
Theodore Te Water, I.T.; James Whitehead, G.I.; Ernest Amphlett 
Whitehouse, M.T.; Vincent Williams, I.T.; Arthur John Withycombe, 
G.I. ; Mohamed Yakub, M.T.; Hugh Ransome Stanley Zehnder, G.I. 

The special prize of £50 for the best examination in Constitutional 
Law (English and Colonial) and Legal History was not awarded. 

Examined, 167; passed, 107. : Sa 4 

One candidate was ordered not to be admitted for examination again 
until the Easter Examination, 1909, and three candidates not until the 
Trinity Examination, 1909. 

CriminaL Law AND PROCEDURE. 

The following students passed in Criminal Law and Procedure :— 

Class paar Base Edward Davies, L.I.; William Edward Pears 
Done, Mungo Lorenz MacCallum, William Watkins Morgan, George 
Penk, and Robert Lindsay Ross, 1.T.; Edgar Leonard Shoetensack, 
M 


ie A 
Class II.—Mysore Rangiengar Narasinha Aiyangar, L.I.; William 
Staveley Armour, I.T.; Laurence Henry Arndt, G.I.; Ch 

Bethell, I.T.; Edmund Tucker Carver, L.I.; Basanta Kumar 5 
M.T.; William Gray Elmelie, I.T.; Alexander Charles Farquharson 
and Charles Fortescue Garstin, M.T.; Maurice Gerald Holmes and 
Hubert Hosken, I.T.; Robert James Hudson, M.T.; Hubert Hull, 
1.T.; Edward Herbert Keeling, L.I.; Syed Zafer Mehdi, G.I; 
Meghnad Mitter, M.T., Gokul Chand Narang, L.I.; Raymond Ewings 
Negus, I.T.; Geoffrey Eugene Oates, G.I.; Maung Po Han, LL; 
John Edward Yonge Radcliffe, -I.T. ; Alfred Nicholas Santiago, G.I. ; 
Skinner Raymond Sebastian, L.I.; Narendra Nath Sen, G.I. ; Percy 
Barlow Sharpe, M.T.; Krishna Lakshman Sheorey, L.I.; Jatindra 
Nath Sinha, William Patrick Spens, and Walter Elliot Stanford, 
I.T.; George Francis Stringer, M.T.; Wilfrid Fabian Waite, L.I.; 
Charles Theodore Te Water, I.T.; Ralph Douglas Weston, G.I. 3. 
Ernest Amphlett Whitehouse and Walter Reginald Wilkin, M.T. ; 
Richard Holdsworth Williams and Stephen Wilson, I.T.; David 
Wiltshire, M.T. : 

Class II11.—Gwilym Ewart Aeron-Thomas, I.T. ; ~s David Allan, 
G.I.; Harry Atkins, I.T.; Mohiddin Khan Azad, L.I.; John Robert 
Theodore Baboneau, G.I.; Sham Bahadur, Ma Ba Thein, and Ba 
Thit, M.T.; Edwyn Walter ie sg Beck, I. T.® ohn Bell and Roch- 
fort Folliot Blakiston, M.T.; Jal Khurshedji ge Bomanji, G.I. ; 
Donald Neil Campbell, William Edward Carter, and Thomas Walter 
Colby Carthew, I.T.; Udharam Bherumal Chandiramani, L.I.; 
Pramatha Nath Chatterjee, G.I. ; Chit Hla, M.T.; Eric Francis Cliff, 
G.I. ; Wilfred Cotton, M.T.; William Carlyle Crossdell, G.I. ; William 
Martin Cubitt and Collier Robert Cudmore, I.T. ; Shivcharan Das, 
G.I. ; Jeremiah Dina Nath Dass and Willie Ernest David-Devis, LL; 
Thomas Dell, G.I.; Jean r de Westheimer, I.T.; William Ale 
ander Dow, Louis Draper, Norman Duncan, and William Hustler 
Eastgate, G.I.; Leonard Duncan Eldridge, L.I.; Kennard Wallace 
Elmslie, I.T.; Walter Herbert Evans, G.I.; F nald Robert Evison, 
I.T.; George William Victor Fisk, L.I.; Wilham Ashley G $ 
George Garfield Hancock, and Henry Foster Handley-Derry, } lh 
Charles Eric Addington Hartri and Victor William John Hobbs, 
I.T.; Choudhari niete ago ot een Mahammed Shakir 
Hussain, M.T.; Arthur Eric Keuneman, G.I. ; 

Khan and Mohomed Yahya Khwaja, L.I.; Edwyn Corlett Kneen, 
I.T.; Hari Krishna Lal, G.I. ; Manohar Lal and Ma Lat, L.I.; 
oe a ole ant _ G Herbert 
McGladery, G.I.; Nagendra Nath . : 
Guedeanal Mukhi and John William Myers, M.T.; allam- 


ily Narasimham and William Christopher Nixon, G.I. ; 
ngram Ilbert Owen and John Randal Parsons, I.T.; Kalarakhal 
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Govinda Gopala Pillai, Lawrence Pillay, and Vanga Jagannadha Row, 


M.T.; John Guy Russell, I.T.; Brahma Sahay, L.I.; Paul Sammy, 
G.I.; Saw Hla Prue, M.T.; Nosser Fardoonji Seervai and Jatindra 
Mohan Sen-Gupta, G.I.; Henry Conrad Norburt Harnath Sinha, I.T. ; 
Keshari Prasad Sinha, M.T. ; George Edward Skerry, G.I.; Chris- 
topher Howsin Spafford, M.T.; Herbert James Spratt and Hon. 
Richard Philip Stanhope, I.T.; Charles John Sutton, M.T.; Nathu 
Ram Tanan, G.I.; Moung The Din, M.T.; William Maung Po Thit, 
L.I.; Mom Chow Thong-Chuer, I.T.; Thomas Vosper and Ratna 
Somanathan Vythilinga, M.T.; John Erskine Hedderwick Lawson 
Walton, I.T. 

The special prize of £50 for the best examination in Criminal Law 
and Procedure is awarded to Edgar Leonard Shoetensack, Middle 
Temple. Mr. Penk would have been recommended for the prize had 
he not been disqualified by age. 

Examined, 164; passed, 129. 

One candidate was ordered not to be admitted for examination again 
until the Easter Examination, 1909. 


Reat Property AND CONVEYANCING. 


The following students passed in Real Property and Conveyancing : 

Class I.—Charles Frederic Belcher, G.I. ; Percy Barlow Sharpe, and 
Charles Smith, M.T. 

Class II.—Dalgairns Arundel Barker, I.T.; Edmund Tucker Carver, 
L.I.; Philippe Joseph Cuylits, M.T.; Clement Edward Davies, and 
Hsin Kwei Lin, L.I.; John Lee Matheson, Frederic Stewart Modera, 
and William Watkins Morgan, I.T.; Solomon Saffer, Johannes Jacobus 
Smith, and Ernest Amphlett Whitehouse, M.T. 

Class III.—Ali-Uddin Ahmad, M.T.; Herbert William Anderson, 
I.T.; Don Peter Arseculeratne, G.I. ; Harry Atkins, I.T.; William 
Henry Benson Baker, L.I.; John Bell, M.T.; Bhobendra Nath Bose, 
L.I. ; Reginald Charlton Carrington, G.I. ; Udharam Bherumal Chandi- 
ramani, L.I.; Adrian John Clark, I.T.; Charles Ralph Cooke-Taylor, 
M.T.; William Irwin Robert Crowder, I.T.; Cyril Cutlack, L.I. ; 
Basanta Kumar Das and Christopher Wilford Dawson, M.T.; Thomas 
Dell, G.I.; William Edward Pears Done, I.T.; Francis Bridger 
Dutton, L.I.; frank Noel Evans, I.T.; John Herbert Evans-Jackson, 
M.T.; George Fitzpatrick, G.I.; Eric Charles Montagu Flint and 
pct Douglas French, I.T.; Robert Casper Goldston, M.T.; Ray- 
mond George Harvey Greenham and Maurice Gerald Holmes, I.T.; 
Benjamin Honour, M.T. ; Hubert Hosken, I.T. ; Robert James Hudson 
and Walter Howell Williams Idris, M.T.; Samuel Frederick Sinclair 


Johnston, I.T.; Edward Herbert Keeling, L.I.; Wilfrid Shafto Knee- | 


shaw, I.T.; André K/vern, M.T.; Vernon Arthur Lewis, je ae 
Sorabjee Manekjee, M.T.; Richard Clare Martin and Ivo Eedes 
Melvill, I.T.; David Henry Carmichael Monro, L.I.; Donald Ogilvy 
Morris, M.T.; Nai Chitr, G.I. ; Kanwar Narain, L.I. ; Brinsley Hamp- 
ton Nixon, M.T.; Laurel Cecil Francis Oldfield, I.T. ; Philip Milner 
Oliver and Madhay Shankar Rao Pandit, L.I.; John Randal Parsons, 
LT. ; Galappatti Kankanange William Perera, L.I.; Mukand Lal Puri, 
M.T.; Robert Lindsay Ross and John Guy Russell, I.T.; Skinner 
Raymond Sebastian, L.I.; Montague Shearman, jun., I.T.; Edgar 
Leonard Shoetonsack, M.T.; Jatindra Nath Sinha, I.T.; Gordon 
._ Smith, I.T.; William Teulon Swan Sonnenschein, I.T. ; Christopher 
Howsin Spafford, M.T. ; William Patrick Spens, Herbert James Spratt, 
Walter Elliot Stanford, Nanjangud Subbarao Subbarao, and Ernest 
Warren Summers, I.T.; Charles John Sutton and George Nathaniel 
William Thomas, M.T.; Mom Chow Thong-Chuer and John Leslie 
Waggett, I.T.; Wilfrid Fabian Waite, L.I.; Cecil Hubert Wright- 
I oe and Mohamed Yakub, M.T. 

xamined, 110; passed, 84. 

Four candidates were ordered not to be admitted for examination 
again until the Easter Examination, 1909. 


Hixpv anp Manomepan Law. 


The following students passed in Hindu and Mahomedan Law : 


Bah Saing, M.T.; Frederick William Beney, I.T.; Edwin Harold 
Britter and Mulraj Buxi, M.T.; Krishna Raghunath Chandorkar 
Rajendra Narayan Chaudhuri, Ralph Charles Fairbairn Cotton, a 
John Paul de tro, L.I.; Raoul Brousse de Gersigny, L.T.; Eustace 
Charles de Neufville, M.T.; Govind Vinayek Deshmukh, L.I.; John 
Freeman Dunn, G.I.; Hobart Brooks Farquhar, I.T.; Ivan Sidney 
Fisher and Leon Freedman, M.T.; Claud Lovelace Harte-Lovelace, G.I. ; 
Robert Charles Percy Gerald Harvey, L.I.; Reginald Charles Cromwell 
Hockley, M.T.; Tbn-I-Ahmad, L.I.; Archibald Kenneth Ingram, LT.; 
John Isaacs, L.I.; Cawasjee Burjorjee Jassawalla, M.T,; Arnold Jones, 
I.T. ; Henry Thomas Jones, G.I. ; George Joseph, M.T.; Luang Pradist, 
G.I.; Alasdair Duncan Atholl MacGregor and Leonard Morgan May, 
L.I.; Ivo Eedes Melvill, I.T.; Mohindin Mohomed Narma, G.I; 
Eustace Marmion Ferrers Nicholson, M.T.; Robert Herle Nicholson, 
L.I. ; Robert Charles Owen-Wells, I.T. ; John Hugh Phillips, G.I. ; Hon. 
Bertie Brabazon Ponsonby, I.T.; William Henry Prescott, G.I.; Paul 
Louis Quillet and Charles Clifton Roberts, M.T.; Alan Jchn Lance 
Scott, Alexander Shaw, Montague Shearman, junr., and Charles Gordon 
Ross Solomon, I.T. ; William Stewart, M.T.; Mark Stone, G.I. ; Edward 
Samuel Bourne Tagart, L.I.; James Gilbert Thompson, I.T. ; William 
Udal Timmis, L.I.; John Bevan Coulson Tregarthen and Roy Francis 
Truscott, I.T.; Ernest Amphlett Whitehouse and Roger Escombe Will- 
cocks, M.T. 

Examined, 101; passed, 69. met 

Two candidates were ordered not to be admitted for examination 
again until the Trinity Examination, 1909. 





























Law Students’ Societies. 


LAw STUDENTS’ DEBATING SocrETy.—Nov. 3.—Chairman, Mr. A. J. 
Vere Bass.—The subject for debate was: “That the case of Hyams v. 
Stuart King (1908, 2 K. B. 696) was wrongly decided.” Mr. R. P. Croom 
Johnson opened in the affirmative, Mr. R. D. Alexander seconded in the 
affirmative ; Mr. C. P. Blackwell opened in the negative, Mr. T. H. 
Veasey s-conded in the negative. The following mewbers continued 
the debate: Messrs. Harry Myers, A. O. Harnett, G. E. Shrimpton, 
E. J. Kapka, and W. M. Pleadwell. The motion was carried by nine 
votes. 

BIRMINGHAM LAw STUDENTS’ SocrETy.—Nov. 3.—Chairman, Mr. 

B. Whitfield, barrister-at-law.—The following moot point was 
debated: “Where p:rsonal property is appointed by will under a 
general power of appointment, must the estate duty be borne by the 
| residue or by the appointed property in the absence of any direction in 
| the will?” The debate was opened in the affirmative by Mr. G. A. 
| Baker, who was supported by Messrs. R. W. Frazier, W. L. sa 
| and J. Cohen ; and in the negative the debate was led by Mr. C. H. 
| Morgan, supported by Messrs. H. V. Argyle, W. H. Winder, T. H. 
| Knight, and E. H. Clutverbuck. After the leaders had replied, the 
: chairman summed up the cases decided on the question in a very interesting 
manner, and on putting the moot to the meeting the voting resulted— 
for the affirmative, four ; for the negative, eight. 

































Obituary. 
Mr. W. D. Rotch. 


Mr. William Dickason Rotch, barrister, of Liverpool, died las; week. 
His health had been failing for some time, and he retired from practice 
about two years ago. He was called to the bar in 1865, and s ttled in 
Liverpool about ten years Jater. He was one of the first Chancery 
barristers to take this step. At that time there was no local Chancery 
bar, the court being served by barristers who came down from the 
metropolis at fixed intervals, as on circuit, while the then judge, Vice- 
Chancellor Little, was also a practising barrister, ‘Soon after the 















Class I.—{No award). 

Class I1.—Douglas Dewar, I.T.; Shrikrishna Gunaji Felinker, L.I. | 

Class I11.—Jal Khurshedji Ruttonji Bomanji, G.I.; Paul August 
Felix David, M.T.; Muthiah David Dovadoss, I1.T.; Ardeshir Pheroze- 
shah Mehta, L.I.; Meghnad Mitter, M.T.; Nagendra Nath Mukerjee, 
L.I.; Mohindin Mohomed Narma, G.I.; Sajba Shankar Rangnekar, 
L.L ; Keshari Prasad Sinha, M.T.; Nathu Ram Tanan and Mohammed 
Tofail, G.I. 

Examined, 24; passed, 13. 


Roman-Dutcn Law. 
The following student paseed in Roman-Dutch Law :— 
Class I1].—Bernard Guinsberg, G.1 
Examined, 4; passed, 1. 





Fina ExaMINation. 

Class I. (in order of merit).—William Francis Swords, M.T.; Donald 
Henry Cohen, L.I.; Chuay Boon, G.I, (all certificates or honour.) 

Class II. (in order of merit).—Joseph Alphonsus de Rozario, G.I. ; 
Evelyn John Maude, L.1.; William Lovelace, and Samuel Josiah 
Sigismund Barlatt, G.I; Sidney Abrahams, M.T.; Ernest Alfred | 
Faanch, G.I.; and Kenneth McIntyre Kemp, LT. (Mr. Faunch and | 
Mr. K bracketed equal); Herbert William Sidney Francis, LT. ; 
Badrul Alikhan, G.L.; Charles Thomas Williams, M.T.; Dhirarjal 
Dayabhai Nenavati, L.I.; Sarat Sasi Mallik, G.I; Charles Cyril 
Gejrahty, and Sohrab Dadabhoy Bhedwar, M.T. 

Class III, (in alphabetical order) —Mahomed Shakir Ali, L.I.; Maung 


tang oceupied the leading position ; indeed, it is stated that in his best 


appointment of Sir Henry Fox-Bristowe to succeed Mr. Little, however, 
& hew arrangement was made whereby the Vice-Chancellor was debarred 
from private practice. Mr. Roth, says a Liverpool journal, for many 








ays he made the larzest income of any barrister practising out of 
London. His arguments were yy racy, but were very often uttered 
in a purely colloquial style. By his unfailing geniality he won the 
respect and esteem of the whole profession. In his leisure he devoted 
much time to literatare. A keen student of Shakespeare and Browning, 
he rarely travelled, even to attend the Chancery Court in Manchester, 
without carrying in his brief bag, for perusal during the journey, his 
Shakespeare or one of Scott’s novels. 


Mr. J. E. Horne. « 


We regret to announce the death of Mr. James Edward Horne, 
barrister-at-law, of 2, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. He was educ ted at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar in 1868, and 
practised as a conveyancer avd equity druftsman. He will be greatly 
missed by his friends, among whom he was very popular. 

























Ridley and Bucknill, JJ., have fixed the following com- 
mission days for the Autumn Assizes on the South Wales circuit : 
Carmarthen, Monday, 23rd of November; Brecon, Monday, 30th of 
November; Swansea, Thursday, 3rd of December. 













Mr. 
Town ¢ 
has re 
Nottin 


WIL 
(Addis 


DAV 
& Son 
Thorn 

WIL 
BECK’ 
& Bec 
Walte 
the sa’ 
Beckt: 


08. 


—___/ 


Harold 
idorkar, 
n, and 
Eustace 
; John 
Sidney 
2», G.I. s 


romwell 


Francis 


> 'Will- 


ination 


,ALS. 
jams V. 
Croom 
in the 
a. 
‘inued 
ipton, 
y nine 


» Mr. 
Lb was 
der a 
yy the 
on in 
G. A, 
away, 
OH 
Y. 
, the 
sting 
ted— 


ing, 
ster, 
his 


Nov. 7. 1908. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. (Vol. 53.) 35 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 

Mr. J. A. H. GREEN, solicitor, of Nottingham, has been appointed 
Town Clerk of Nottingham in succession to Sir Samuel Johnson, who 
has resigned through failing health. Mr. Green is Under-Sheriff of 
Nottingham. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 

WILLIAM AppiscoTtr and Harry DuKE SWINSTEAD, solicitors 

(Addiscott & Swinstead), 11, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. Oct. 1. 
[Guzette, Oct. 30. 

DAVID GUNNELL and BERNARD GUNNELL, solicitors (David Gunnell 
& Son), 31 and 32, King William-street, London, and at Croydon and 
Thornton Heath. Oct. 24. ‘ 

WiLtiAM LAmsB Hockin, HENRY CHARLES RABY, WALTER DORNING 
BECKTON, and WILLIAM GEOFFREY HOCKIN, solicitors (Hockin, Raby, 
& Beckton), Manchester. Oct, 31. The said William Lamb Hockin, 
Walter Dorning Beckton, and William Geoffrey Hockin will continue 
the said practice at the same address under the style or firm of Hockin, 
Beckton, & Hockin. [ Gazette, Nov. 3. 


Information Required. 

JosEPH HENRY BAUGH ALLEN Deceased.—Any Person or Corpora- 
tioa holding any Will Codicil or other testamentary disposition made by 
Joseph Henry Baugh Allen late of the New Club Piecadilly and 31 
Cambridge Terrace Hyde Park in the County of London Esquire who 
died on the 18th day of October 1908 or having knowledge of the execu- 
tion of any such Will Codicil or testamentary. disposition by the 
deceased are requested to Communicate with Messrs. Hores Pattisson & 
Bathurst of 52 Lincolns Inn Fields in the County of Lonaon Solicitors. 


General. 

There are stated to be only four appeals against the decisions of 
the Revising Barristers at the recent Revision Courts. 

It is stated that Mr. Simms Reeve has resigned the Recordership 
of the Borough of Yarmouth, which he had held since 1872. 

Mr. W. Jago, F.1.C., of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, will deliver 
a course of four public lectures on Forensic Chemistry at University 
College, London. 
November, at 5.30, when the chair will be taken by Mr. A. J. Walter, 
K.C. The lectures are open to the public without fee or ticket. 

In answer to the Earl of Ronaldshaw, in the House of 
Commons, Mr. Burns said that the aggregate amount of the 
outstanding loans for all purposes of the local authorities in the United 
Kindom was £564,645,200 at the end of the year 1905-6, the latest year 
for which the complete figures are orate. The amount of the 
National Debt at the end of the same year was £788,990,187. 

At a meeting of the Launceston Town Council, held on Tuesday, 
it was, says the Z'imes, unanimously decided to present the honorary 
freedom of the borough to Mr. Richard Peter, J.P., in recognition 
of his services to the town. Mr. Peter, who recently entered his 
one hundredth year, was present at that day’s sitting of the Launceston 
County Bench. He has filled the offices of town clerk and mayor, 
holding the latter position when the town secured its first railway 
communication. He wrote a history of the town, and translated 
humerous ancient documents which the Royal borough possesses. 

At the quarterly meeting of the justices of the County of London 
Sessions, for the transaction of county business, held on the 30th ult., 
it was stated that the Standing Joint Committee had approved of the 
site proposed by the London County Council for the erection of a new 
central sessions-house for the whole of London, in Hunter-street, St. 
Pancras. The plans had been prepared by the architect to the Council, 
and these had been approved, i me to such modifications as might 
be found necessary. A resolution was passed urging the London County 
Council to proceed with the scheme with the greatest speed. 

Mr. J. B. Atlay, the author of ‘‘Sir Henry Wentworth Acland, 
A Memoir,’’ ‘‘The Victorian Chancellors,’’ &c., is just sending to 
press ‘‘A Memoir of Lord Haliburton.’’ A son of the famous 
Slick, the late Lord Haliburton was for upwards of forty years a 
prominent Civil servant, closing his official career as Permanent Under- 
Secretary for War. He took a leading part in the defence of the Short 
Service System in the Army, and was largely instrumental in its reten- 
tion. The memoir contains a_ selection from his correspondence. 
Messrs. Smith, Elder & Co. will publish the volume, with a portrait in 
photogravure, at an early date. 

An interesting social function in connection with the three hundredth 
anniversary of the election of Lord Chancellor Bacon as treasurer of 
Gray’s Inn, was, says the Yvening Standard, recently held in the hall, 
which was crowded with barristers and students. After dinner, on 
tables made from wood taken from the ships of the Spanish Armada, 
the old ceremony of the loving cup was performed by’ drinking to the 
“pious, glorious, and immortal memory of the good Queen Bess.” 
Amongst those present were Mr. Griffiths, the senior bencher. 
senior barrister, Mr. Lawrence Counsel, presided. Mr. Duke, K.C. 
proposed the toast, “‘To the memory of Bacon.”’ The toast of 
‘Domus "’ was fittingly honoured. 


An American journal reports the following colloquy : ‘‘Have you 
fixed up my will just the way I told you?” Sey sick man, who 
was the possessor of many needy relatives and some well-to-do but 
grasping ones. ‘‘I have,” asserted the lawyer. “ Just as strong and 
tight as you can make it, eh?’’ asked his client. The lawyer nodded. 
‘All right,’’ said the sick man. ‘ Now, I want to ask you one thin 
—not professionally—who do you think stands the best chance o 
getting the property when I’m gone?” 

A deadlock has, says the Times, arisen in connection with the 
appointment of a clerk to the Worcester city magistrates in succession 
to Mr. Dingle, who has been appointed pn to the Sheffield justices. 
The final voting was between Mr. A. A. Maund and Mr. J. L. Wood, 
both former city councillors. Mr. Wood is a Liberal and Mr. Maund 
a Conservative, and the former being a magistrate retired to apply 
for the clerkship. Twenty-nine magistrates attended the first meeting, 
and each applicant received fourteen votes, one istrate remaining 
neutral. At the adjourned meeting on ee thirty were present, 
and the result of the voting was that Mr. Wood received fifteen votes 
and Mr. Maund the same number. The Mayor has no casting vote, 
and there is no other magistrate to be obtained to give a majority to 
either of the candidates. A committee has been appointed to consider 
the situation. 


Sir Edward Clarke, K.C., has collected those of his speeches which 
he thinks may possibly be found worthy of being remembered, and is 
publishing them with Méssrs. Smith, Elder & Co. on the 17th of this 
month, under the title ‘‘ Selected Speeches, with Introductory Notes,” 
hoping that the volume may serve as a memorial of his life and work. 
It is interesting to note that Sir Edward’s first speech was delivered 
on the 8th of January, 1868, in response to the first request addressed 
to the council of the then recently-established National Union of Con- 
servative and Constitutional Associations, of which he was a member, 
to supply a speaker at a meeting of a local association—the York 
Conservative Association. With that meeting he began his active 
political career, which lasted nearly forty years, and included twenty 
years in the House of Commons, and six — of office as Solicitor- 
General. The volume has a portrait of Sir Edward as frontispiece. 

On Monday Lord Collins delivered the inaugural address to the 
Scots Law Society. In the course of it he offered some observations 
suggested by his experience on the bench, and said that counsel must 
never forget that what he had to do was to persuade his tribunal to 
take the desired view. Advocacy did not consist merely or primarily 





The first lecture will be held on Friday, the 13th of 


The 


in demonstration. The most successful advocate he ever met never 
seemed formally to commit himself to any proposition. And yet 
when he had finished his argument, an impression had been built up 
| in the minds of his tribunal which his opponent could rarely efface. 
The attitude of the bench had undergone a great change within his 
own experience, and it was not easy now for counsel to deliver himself 
of a formal argument mapped out beforehand into logical divisions. 
Hence it had become more and more necessary to get in sympathy with 
his tribunal, and to be able to address himself at once to whatever 
difficulty was troubling their minds at the time. He must master his 
case from all points of view, and be able to follow the minds of the 
tribunal. Fresh from the study of his case, he might be conscious 
that he knew a great deal more about it than the tribunal. Do not, 
said the learned lord, give undue prominence to this aspect of the 
matter, and be content rather to follow the example of the Corinthians 
—‘* Suffer fools gladly, seeing ye yourselves are wise.”’ After all the 
; bench had the last word. 

In the House of Commons on Wednesday, Mr. Summerbell asked 
the Home Secretary whether his attention had been called to a clause 
in the policies of assurance companies which stipulated that such com- 
panies were not bound by the acts of their agents or representatives 
unless the same were countersigned by the general manager; and, if 
so, whether he was prepared to take steps, by legislation or otherwise, 
to make such companies responsible for the acts of their agents or repre- 
sentatives when acting as such on behalf of the company. r. 
Churchill, who replied, said: I do not know whether any insurance 
company issues policies containing a clause stipulating that the com- 
pany is not bound by the acts of its agents or ntatives unless 
countersigned by the general manager. My atténtion has, however, 
| been called by the hon, member to a clause in a policy issued by 
an insurance company in which it is stated that no agent or other 
representative has any authority to nae grey with the express perform- 
ance of any of the conditions refer to in the policy, and that no 
alterations of the policy or any endorsement thereof will be valid as 
against the company unless the same be countersigned by the general 
manager of the so gee 5 The clause as worded does not appear upon 
its face to be illegal. must, however, add that the whole question 
of the responsibility of this class of company for statements made by 
| their agents is receiving attention. 











The Property Mart. 


Nv. 11,—Mesars,. Trvreoop & Magri, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Cottages and 
Leasehold Ground-Rents (see advertisement, xvi, Oot, 31). 

Nov. 13.—Mesara, Maatin, Warre & Co., at the Mart: Leaseholds and Freeholds (see 
advertiseme:t, ;age xvi, 31). 

Nov, 16.—Mesers, Waarmanant & Gaeex, at the Mart, at 2: Long Leasehold Shops 


rtisement, hack page, 
Or ine Denewnau, TRwaon « Co., at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Premires 


(se) acy rtiv ment, page av, Oot, 31) é 
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a, cS aeaee at the Mart: Houses, Business 


vertisement, Ney st 
Nov. 26.—Messrs. Watsce & Sons, Pies ance, : Freehold Residence (see 
\wertisement, page xvi, Oct. 31). 
Nov. 30. Moers Exttor, Sow & Boyton, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-Rents 
(see advertisement, page xv, Oct. 31). 


Result of Sale. 


Beverstons, Lirz.Pourcr amp Jopement Desr, 
oe. H. E. Fosrzz & Czawrretp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No, 870) of 
the above-named interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-ysrd, E.C., on Thursday last, Rok 
meee lots were e0ld at the prices named, the total amount realized bein 
REVERSION = =: oa se ove 


te fur 770 India Btock 
732 India Stock, &. ... 
ABSOLUTE REV ERSION to £2,308 _—ti... 
to £1,000__—iww. 


Nov. 23.—Messrs. 
Premiees at.d Properties (see 


fececees 
‘hh 


of 


seventh of 2200 per annum 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE for £3.000 ni 
THE BALANCE OF A JUDGMENT | DEBT ... 








Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Bora or Rectsrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Ewercexcy Aprrzat Cover Mr. Justice 
. Rora. No, 2, Joyce. 


Monday ...Nov. 9 Mr Serene Beal Mr Church 
Tuesday -. 10 Goldschmidt Synge 
ae | Church Thi 
. Synge 
Theed 
Tindal King 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Ngvii_e Paxxenr. 
Mr Tindal King Mr Theed 
Bloxam Tindal King 
Leach Bloxam 
Farmer Leach 
Borrer Farmer 
Greswell Borrer 


Mr. Justice 
Swirrew Eapyr. 
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Wanrziserox. 
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Winding-up Notices. 


Iondon Gazette,—F atvay, Oct. 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liurrep 1s Cuancary. 
Girling, Pisa, ete te ¢ a7 en ot 
00! ors for petners. lotice o 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afterncon of 


sociation, Liurrsp—Peta rg winding up, presented 
heard Nov 10. Oppenbeimer & Co, Cope . oy for 
Sanne must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 


asD Bare Car Veres, Lrurrzsp—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 28, 
be Western soe Ca Se ike peg 8 aad at 
¢, Piymonth, solors fc appearing must 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 10 
= Cozsstirvrionar Cius BuitpIses Co, Liurrep—Creditors 
Dec 12, to send their rames and 
claims, to sir for ig Norris, 7, Wilmslow rd, Didsbury, 


iLimrrzp—Petn for winci By Fassented Oot 29, divested to be 
ee ee Jobn st, Da flmnagee al for petner. Notice of 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


‘aLem Motor Caz Co, Lautrep—Petn for winding up, preeented Oct 28 
me heard 3s 0. Brown & Co, Pancras in, aulenp fae noma. Notice 
: reach the sbove-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 


ee Sane Semmtos Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send 
yee Begers Misses, Bigh ot, Smethwick. Shorthouse 


i 


London Gacette,~Toxspaz, Bov. 3, 
JOINT STOCK COMPABIES. 
Lameren t= Oman 4 








Gores Woop (Parexrsy Berpes), Lumrep—Oreditrs are required, on or before Dec 9, 
to send their names and ad and the 


rticulars of their debts or claims, to 
Sameid Hooper, 7. 8, and 9, Old)Bank aa Bradford. Gordon & Co, Bradford, 
solors for the liquidator 
Hateensiepen Patents Syypicarz, Limirsp—Creditors are pane, on Or tef.re 
April 30, to send in their names and addresses, with the partic of their debts or 
sony to Percy M, Rers, 11, Poultry, liquidator 
Kearse & Co, Lismrep (1x Liqurpattow, —Creditors are souuiges, on or before Dec 12, to 
send their names and addresses, and the rs of their debts or claims, to 
H. Walford Hales, 1/1, Vansittart row, ta, ae erp 
8. Stonz & Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 27, directed to be heard 
at Court House, Quay st, Manchester, Nov 11,at10 Leak & Pratt, Manchester, for 
Cohen & S!ater, Birmingham, solors . Notice of coqeeting must reach 
the above- mame’ net later than 6 o'clock tx the afternoon of Nor 
Tatr Bus Jacxzgt Syspricats, Limirep (tw Liqurpation) — a Sameue are required, on 
cr before Nov 20, to send their names. ,» and the cunionlans of their 
dehis or cla‘ms, to C.J. G. Palmour, 32, Old Jewry. Slaughter & sy, Austin Friar :, 
tolors to the Seaheter 
Umwmt1 Devetorment Co re nage ig sagen are required, on or before Dec 19, to 
send their names and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Grosvenor Geos Walker, 19, y within’ ‘8 In, liquidator 
Ware Crry, Lrurrgp- Creditors are required, on or before Dec 1, to send their names 
dresses, and the particulers of on debts or claims, to Oclin Cooper, 33, 
Manchester, Tweedale & Co, Oldham, solors to the liquidator 


Unsurmitep 1x CHAworry, 
Wooptry anp Drererct Peeminent Benerit Burtpine Sociery—Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec 1, to send their names and addreeses. and the particu'ars 
of their debts or claims, to John Edwin Chadwick, 19, Market pl, Hyde. Smith & 
Sons, Hyde, pk for the liquidator 


ad 
Princess et, 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dax or CtarM. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Oct. 30. 


y por sere Aurrep, Nailsworth, Glos, Yeoman Nov 30 Evans, Walsall 

AsupRoox, Jou, Cheadle Hulme, Chester Nov 30 Woolfenden, Denton 
Bakes, Wittas Lewis Hargave, Northampton Dec 8 Clayton & Co, Lancaster pl 
ong Lag pe Palace gate, Kensington Nov 30 Kekewich & Co, Suffolk In 
Bian, & Wanrex, Gawcott Vicarage, Bucks Nov 30 Platt, Robert st, 


Buivxt, Epwarp Heasert, Haverstock hill, Licensed Victualler Dec 4 Maskell & Nisbet, 
John st, Bedford row 
Breisrorp, Rosset, East Keswick, nr Leeds, Contractor Dec 10 Appleton & Son, 


Quen, Seer Micx.izy, Ham Park rd, gtratford Nov2i Arber & Lewis, Old Jewry 


Cotes, Exiza Jaye,"Bridgwater Nev 14 Barham & Watson, woe 2 eal 

Crows, Rosgrt, Norwich, oisee Novi16 Puiior & Son, Norwich 

Caowsg, Saran Axy, Norwich Novi6 Prior , Norwich 

Dawson, Eutty, Pontrhydyrhan, Mon Dec 7 Evans, Newport, Mon 

Dawson, JowaTHAN Hivpasrs, Barnard Castle, Durham, Grocer Nov 30 Watson & 
Co, Barnard Castle 


Eaniz, Axye A1nswortu, New Barnet, Herts Nov 30 Taylor & Co, Bedford row 

Ecuanove, Pepso EscupgRro ¥, Mexico Dec 15 Simmons, Finsbury pymnt 

Evenriss, Harner, Walsall Dec 31 Evans, Walsall 

Frrrox, Davin, Starbeck, Yorks Dec 1 Bcholefleld & Co, Batley : 

Haprievp, Heyry, Furness Vale, Chester, Print Works Manager Decli Tucker & Co, 
ee! 


Manchester 
Hamittos, Sir Epwarp Watter, Whitehall court Dec 31 Stow & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Hagpine, Aysiz, Bay, Northumberland Nov 27 Hoyle, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Hagvey, Canouiyz, Bar’ rd, East Grocer Decil Levick, East Ham 

Hastiz, Evizapeta Axx, Otley, Yorks Nov21 Gordon & Co, Bradford 

Hes.or, Jayz, Stockton on Tees Dec8 Watson, Stockton cn Tees 

Hes.or, Tomas, Stockton on Tees, Brewer Dec 8 Watson, Stockton on Tees 
Howpzs, Jars Howpex, Porchester tq Dec 1 Parker & Co, 8t Michael's 


vy Wiis W. 


Rectory, 


addresses, and the par- | Jamus, Ricuarp Bovcuen, Hallsannery, nr Bideford, Devon Nov 28 Knapp-Fisher & 


, Buckin; gate 
Joums, Mary Axy, Gudigsiown, Yorks, Baker Nov 14 Punch & Robson, Middles- 


Lanpos-Tzarz, Jou» Yates, Brighton, Solicitor Dec 1 Speechly & Co, New sq, 
Lincoin’s inn 


Losatzr, Joszru, Sarisbury, Southam Nov 30 Gillson, Fareham, Hants 

Maun, E.izapern Faxny, Tunbridge Wells Nové Beckingsale & Co, en av 
Mzxzizs, Rosesr, Webvashematen’ Dec1 Stockdale & Sargent, We 

Mircag.., Gzorcz Westvaxe, Beulah hill, pag Dec Rat Gush & Co, Finebury circus 


a Bites 
Dee id, Morse & Co, Walbrook 
Mastin Friars 


, & , South 
Norris, Lancs Nov 30 Woolfenden, Deaton 

Ross, Harner Noztos, Westbourne Park rd Dec10 B'oxam & Oo, Lincoln's inn fields 

Ser17TLe, Josern Wiit1sm Gauxvy, Horncastle, Lincs Dee 16 Clitherow & Son, Horn- 


Sewex.., Jauns Rovest, Halifax, Ironfounder Dec2i Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Sxanzatr, Rev Tuomas Canuzrox, Kemsing, Kent Decl5 Biddi le & Co Aldermanbury 

Siares, Misr, Great Harwood, Laacs Nov 30 E & & Haworth, Great Harwood 

Burrs, Hawnan Janz, , mr Huddersfield Nov 80 J. ey & Co, 
Huddersfield 


Surtu, Haseixt Kent Nov? Hallett & dh Ashford, Kent 
Suatcer, Esrnen, Preston Nov 14 Goodier, Preston 
Burru, Dewancez, Aston on , Farmer Dec11 Briggs, Der 
Serre, Wisi, W , Andover, Nov ® oan & on? Andover 
Goan, Many, Ni Dec 31 Watson & Co, Nottingha: 
ret, Axrave James, Bromley, Scientific, Instrument F Wihes Nov 21 Bentley, 


Tavios, Sisvica Feasces Buiza, Relgnte Dec 5 Mole & Co, Reigate 

Tuomrson, Lappy Asn, Yorks Nov Aug EJ & A Poters, York 

umnasens 7 ances CaTURRIN y ae a am, Suffolk st, Pall Mall 
weit, Hawn, Ba ~ Gray's Tyrrell & Bon, Raymond bldgs, 


¥. ¥ pre Chane, Voth aba, 2, based & Oe, zim Beal & Co 
WwW pommann Ane Guscotte ’ 
E , , 


rrhew Hewny, roa Warwick, Commercial Traveller Nov 9 
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~ Bankru ptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Oct. 30, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Auart, Atrrep, Southsea, Hants, Jeweller Portsmouth 

et Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Arsro00, by ng Ex+ter, Hawker Exeter Pet Oct 26 

ic 

‘ oo Row, nr Romford, Essex, 
per helmeford Pe Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 : 
Bares, Wussen, wy 7 Butcher Leicester Pet Oct 26 

. Ord Oct 26 


BearpsE.., Grorce Faepericx Horace, Stroud Green rd, 

Wine Merchant High Court Pet Uct2 Ord Oct 26 
Butine, Sipnzy SamvE, Moss Hall villas, North Finchley, 
General Ironmonger High Court Pet Oct2é Ord Oct 26 
Macclesfield 


Basw, Wi1u14M Jou, Leek, Staffs, Plumber 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
~— re a Leeds, Printers’ Broker Leeds Pet 
ct 26 


7“... Wi1iax _ oa Prix Sroxe_ Wituens, 
ery Sussex, Builder Eastbourne Pet Oct 26 
18) 


Coz, J Hinowert, Kensington Gardens sq, Westbourne 
grove, Architect High Court Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 27 

CowLey, Sey ey Dean 14, Willesden, Builder High 
Court Pet Oct6 Ord Oct 27 

DALE, Cane Whitley Bay, ogy ee Solicitor 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet ot 7 «Ord Oct 26 

Davis, Herpert Jouy, Barnes, Oiland Colourman Wands- 
worth Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Dawsox, Tuomas Fenwick, and Grorcz Apert Tuorp, 
Kingston u Hull, Shop Fitters Kingston upon 
Huli Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Doan, Weseem, Chesham, Florist Aylesbury Pet Oct 28 


Doxs, Jonn Brooxe Hosson, can, = i 
Traveller Manchester Pet Oct 27 

E.11s, oe Aberystwyth, Iropmonger + na 
Pet Oct Ord Oct 26 

FLETCHER, SB bps Hy Cox Green, nr ~ rrr 
Carman indsor Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 2 


Fraser, ae, Semmes 5 hn Tailor Bleckbuse Pet Oct 13 | 
Ord 


Giss, James Epwarp, and Jesst WIttramsoy, Fe ae 
os , Engineers Kingston upon Hull Pet 27 
c8) 





Hatury, Auexaxper, Choriton on MedJock, Manchester, 
Corn Dealer Manchester Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Hartow. Epwarp, Coventry, Coal Merchant Coventry 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 


Hickman, Ex1, Cheslyn Hay, nr Walsall, Grocer Walsall | 


Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 
Hosss, Epwarp Jouy, Westbury he w ®: Trainer of Race- 
horses Frome Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 
Horne, Cuarres, C 
pridd Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Howr.it, Witu1am, Wotton under Edge, Glos, Draper 
Gloucester Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct'28 
Howtayp, Psrcy, Palace court, H x Park, Auctioneer 
High Court Pet June 12 Ord Oct 28 
Iuseey, Witt1am Tuomas, Holborn viaduct, Silversmith 
High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 23 
Kener, Arraur James, liford, Builder Chelmsford Pet | 
Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Lyox, Jacos, Bishopsgate st Mey Watch Importer 
High Court’ Pet Oct 18 Ord Oc’ 
McEvoy, Mixzs Josrrs, Liverpool, Tena Owner Liverpool | 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
RE 2, Wittiram, City rd, om, Engineer High | 
Court Pet Oct2 Ord Oct 28 
Moors, Faeprrick yy Worcester, Grocer Worcester | 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 
Morrett, Jons, p> aad! under fone Saddler Ashton | 
under Lyne Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 
a F, & Co, Golbourne rd, North , ae Grocers 
hh Court ‘Pet Sept 26 Ord Oct 28 
Sucre, Wriuiam, Westhoughton, 
Bolton Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
cts Basinghall ay High Court Pet Sept 25 | 


Porxter, suneeen, coast Shelford, Cambs Cambridge | 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oo 
“~~ Lawrorp, Winterslow, Salisbury, Farmer Salis- | 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
ae RN Lrons.t, Hyde Park mans, Hyde Park, 
Auctioneer : ae Cowt Pet June 12 Ord Oct 28 


| 
Lanes, Tailor 
| 


hilly, am, Boot Dealer Ponty- | 


| Davis, ae Joux, bar 


Ba 
urham Pet Sept 10 Ord 


27 
Sansom, Cuantes, Croxley Green, Rickmansworth, Hert- 
ford, Watercress Grower ftAlbans Pet Oct 27 Ord 


Sauxpers, Freprric 
Chesterfield Pet 
Suayktaxp, Hamittros, Scotton oer, Knaresborough 
Poole Pet Sept 22 Ord Oct 26 ae 
ulier Kidderminster 


Suit, James, ’ 

Oct 27 Oct 27 
Spusr, Rosgat, Bristol, Licensed Victualler Bristol Pet 
Seaman, Houneen W Bhgumey, Mon, Saddier 

TTON, LLIsTER WILLIAM, 
F Pet Oct 26 Ord Get 26 

Voizey, tegrtT, North Deal, Deal, + Family 
Butcher Canterbury Pet Oct 28 ‘Ord Oct 
Warp, Grorce Joszru ae, Birmingham, Baker Bir- 
w winghem Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 pes 

1enT, AtrrzEep, London§Colney, nr bans, Grocer 
St Albans Pet Oct 7 Ord Oct 27 

FIRST MEETINGS 
Amarr, A.rrrp, Southsea, Hants, Jeweller Nov 9 af 3 

Off Rec Portemouth 


. june, High st, 
Atrwoop, Wi1u1am, | tg Hawker Nov 12at10.30 Off 
Rec, 9, Bedford Exeter 
Row, nr Romford, Baker Nov9 
at3 14, Bedford row 
Bazrs, Watter, asa, Butcher Nov9ati12 Off Bec, 
1, Berridge st, 
EARDSELL, GErOLGE ae Sane Stroud Green 
rd, See Nov 10 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Bi1trxa, ‘ae Samuzt, Moss Hall villas, North Finchley, 
General Ironmonger Nov 10 at 2.30 Bankruptey bldgs. 


st 
Baowr, Groton, Berle, Greengrocer Nov7 at 11 Off 
Bucx.iz, Frepsxic, Leeds, Printers’ Broker Nov 9 at 11 
Off Ree, Leeds 


comes ee ey oe Nov 12 at 
Leamington, Baker Wov9 at it Off Rec, 


wanes iiss, Edgmond Farm Balop, 


Ruosise, A, Fim "Horio Hib Oven Hote Noy 7 at 11.30 
ov 

Mesers Curtis & Son’s Office, 158, Old Christchurch rd, 

pea | 


Ricuarpsox, Warsz. Bradford bye g te Confectioner 
Ree, 12, Duke as 
Builder 


= a ree anes Peas Come ee, ee 
toe Pet Oct 296 Ord 
Cuaraany Eanast Joux Kesvox Co Mall, Insur- 





Cox, J. Kixoweun, Keats meington gardens 
oa Nov 10 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, | 


Cowaee, Caries, Dean rd, Wi Builder Nov 9at 
ae ”% a \ > 


Crawrorp, WILL eee Hull, Cowkeeper | 
Nov 7 16 pe > Off Bec, York City Bank chmixs, ' 


24, Bond st, 
sq, Westbourne 


| Date » Aizenp, Werth Mickle, Solicitor Nov 7 at 11 Off 


Mosley st, Newcastle aoe “oe 

and Colourman Nov 9 
at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Dawsor, THomas Fgxwick, and Groner ALBERT Sueno, | 

gston wen ee Shop Fitters Nov9at11.30 Off 

Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

| F aregs, ?Epwarp WILuian, and Sipxsy Oswatp Rotrs, 
Newmarket, Tailors Nov 9 at 2 Bankruptcy bidgs 


Carey st 

Fuietrcusr, Wit11am Hexry, Cox Green, nr mintenh, 
Berks, Carman Pet 9at12 14, Bedford ro 

| Froupg, Atnear Srxrusy, Oxford, Grocer "Nov 9 at 12 


Oxf 
| Ganpxes, Roseat Wis, Durham, Machine 
A Nov 10 at 12.30 ‘Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 
Giss, James Epwarp, and Jissr WILutamso, ~~ 
, Engineers Nov 10 at 11.30 Off Ree, York | 
y Rank’ chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 
Sauer, Wituiam, Resolven, nr Neath, Bootmaker Nov7 | 
at ll Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
eam, Ex.xis Toomas, Ebenezer er Cwmyglo, RSO, Carnar- 
yon, Butcher Nov 9 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, "Eastgate | 


ww, Chester | 
Keer, Cuarues North Finchley, Nurseryman | 
Movisetis ia, Betlees oy 
| Mepia, Feaxcis Epw Barnsley, Butcher Nov9 at | 
10,30 Off Rec, ‘Begs Regent st, ~_ - 
RICK ILLIAM, or ‘ov 10 | 
at ia 14, Bedford ran, Reading, 


| Dee 
High Comt F 
| Jonge, —- 
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Artnur James, Ilford, Essex, Builder Chelms- 
for Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Re, Best, Southsea, Hants Portsmouth Pet Sept 23 


Kissy, Caartes Tomas, North ynain, Nurseryman 
Barnet Pet Sept 16 Ord Oct 2 

Lowrie, Anruur, eston super Mare, Restaurant Pro- 

Bridgwater Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 26 

Moorz, Freperricx ee Worcester, Grocer Worce-ter 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Moregstt, Jonx, Ashton under Lrne, Saddler Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Pace, Vicror Revsex, Gray’s inn rd, Holborn, Shopfitter 

: Court Pet Oct ‘ 
PitxixetToy, WIM, 


13 Ord Oct 27 

My oy - yaa Lanes, Tailor 

Bolton Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 2 

Porxter, ee — Shelford, Cambs Cambridge 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 

Putum, Lawrorp, Wintersiow, pean, Farmer Salis- 
bury Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 

Resp, Argtave James Apeert, Drybrook, ane, Inn- 
k Gloucester Pet Oct 28 Ord O 

Roystox, Ricsarp. Holmes, Rotherham, Yorks, Colliery 

Employee Sheffield Pet Oct 28 Ord O 

Samson, Cuaries, Croxley Green, Sere, Water- 

cress Grower St Albans Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 


Sauxpgrs, Farpericx, Chesterfield, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Chesterfield Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Suita, James, 1 7 Haulier Kidderminster 
Pet Oct 27 Ord 


Spies, Marcanrer, pediseiieit, Nerve Specialist High 
Court Pet June 29 Ord Oct 26 
Sepasres, Houustex Wittram, Bhymney, Mon, Saddler 


—— Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 28 
aaa Halifax, Builder Halifax Pet Sept 26 


‘eens yd Grorce, Bishopstcn, Bri: tol, Tobacconist 
Bristol Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 26 

Vaz, Isaac Nuszs. Cobb st, Middlesex st, Woo'len Merchant 
High Court Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 26 

Voizex, Eexest Ausert, North Deal, Deal. re. Family 
Butcher Canterbury Pet Oct 28 Ord 0 

Amended Notice substituted for that putlished in the 
London Gazette of Oct 6: 

Wrisom, Cram James Berxarp Josern Pace, Victoria st 

High Court Pet Oct1 Ord Octi 


London Gozette.—Tvesvary, Nov. 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apacer, Tomas Anvuxpet, Bri soenien, Solicitor 
Pet Ot 21 Ord Oct 3 
Axstsosy, Hzexry, Stockton on Tees, “Athletic Outfitter 
Stockton on Tees Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Avert, James, Aberystwyth, j — 
A Pet Oct 29 O:d Oc 
Baxxs, Epwix Hopes, Carlton Clab a lile Pat Oct 8 
Ord Oct 30 
Bowpier, Feepericx, ates » .Worcester, Fishmonger 
Kidderminster Pet 9 "Ord Oct 29 
Borizr, Witiax, Little s Sodbury, Glo:, Farmer Bristol 
"Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 29 
Cuarrett, Joszers, Grorce Witiie Cusprrit,and Watter 
Cuarrstt, Earisheaton, nr) Dew:bury, Builders D-ws- 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
Dawsos, —e Surrz, Trafford Park, Manchester, Timber 
Merchan: ester Pet Oct 2 Ord O+t 31 
Saaaten. Feascis Caarirs, Southse:, manta, Blind 
Portsmouth Pet Oct 29 Pet Oct 29 
Fraxs, Azsoip, Newcastle upon Tyne, Hiir¢ress r New- 
eastle upon Tyne Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 29 
Fuser, A, [atten Ratland, Boot Dialer Leicester Pet 
Sept iz Ord Oct 21 
Gazerz C H, Bartlett's bldgs, Holborne’ =m, Manufac‘urer 
High Court Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct % 
ame Mvyzxz, Brentford Brentford Pet Oct 29 Ord 


Hates, fe, Some, Btainland, Yorks Halifax Pet Oct 29 


Sena, Pair les ete Waitr, St Ives, Cornwall, 

ey Truro Pet Oct3l Ord Oct 31 

a ow Wenn, Carlisle, Draper Carlisle Pet 
12 Ord Oct 20 

Jeon Wits, Rugby, Greengrocer Coventry Pet Oct 31 


Ord Oct 21 
Berges, Sen, Bristol, Parmer Bris‘ol Pet Oct 30 Ord 


Lams, Extiy, Bishopeton. Me ey sate House Kee 
Bristol Pt Oct w Ord ¢ ‘ “f ed 
Mocas, Taoxss, Longsight, iecethasier, Baker Manchester 
pie Ries ne Mang 
IZA i arwic irmin Pet 
6. Oat 38 nag te Walsham, Norfolk, 
4tz, Joux, No ale Builder's Clerk 
Norwich 


on - et 4 Ord Oct 21 oe 

ACK, JAcon, vAmaker Hi 

Coat FeO Odbeaw * 

Sutrros, Kexrer Bicuann, Valley vd, Senien, Journa 
list” Wandsworth Pe O4 D Ord Uct 

Sovnesers, Orcaz Eaic, Great James st, iouee grove, 
Liceaed Victualler High Court Pet Kept Ord | 

ee Se Sones, Beighouse, Auctioncer Halifax Pet | 


Tarion, Gronor, , + Stalls, Baker Walsall Pet 
046 0104AB 
Towster, Treeetics, HaAfidd, Derby, Chemist Ashton 
under © PaOaw Ord 08S) 
Tnetenham Cheltenbam Pet Oct 


yamtain Ath, Gilat, Yruiterer 

2 
Astaost, Urezr, “ockton on Tees, Athletic Onatfitter 
Bor 16 at 11.40 Off Bee, Coust chmtrs, Albert rd, 


Benouss, Wissen Cnszius Pex Grose irene, Hany, 
Ket Pari Sumex, Ballier Nov 12 i tin 08 Of 
a thdgn, 7) 
a Lite ; ¥ bf 
Om ony *, Faliwin py bow we 


Carrer, Tuomas Henny, and Grorcs ‘Frank Carrer, 
Hartlepool, Painters Novi2at2.30 Off Reo, 3, Manor 
1, Sunderland 


pl, 
Cuapman, At¥reD, Plymouth, General Dealer Nov 11 at 
12 7, Buckland terr, Plymouth 
Cuazoereee, GrorGE  Avavsrus, Haymarket, Solicitor 
Nov 13 at 11 Paeeeany See: 
Crarx, Cuances, Folkestone, General Keeper Nov 11 
at 10.15 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Smeaags -s~ A 
Crarxr, Rosert, Glanaber, Denbigh, Farm 
— Nov 13 at 12° Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
iter 
Dowz, Jonx Brooxe Hossox, Longsight, Manchester, 
— Nov 11 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 
DraxsFietp. Fraxcis Cuarues, Southsea, Hants, Biind 
Maker Novilat3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High 
st, Portsmouth 
Fiaxs, ARnoLp, Newcastle on Tyne, Hairdresser Nov 11 
at 2.30 Off Ree, 30, Mosley de Newcastle on Tyne 
se Oakham, Rutland, Boot Dealer Nov 13 at 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Fox, *Wicase Boston, Lines, Confectioner Nov 12 at 
Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 
Guana, 0H, Bartlets’s bid Holborn circus, > seca 
turer ov 18 at 2. bldgs, Carey 
Sas, © Samv21, Stainland, Yorks Noy 13 at 10.45 County 
urt, Prescott st, Halifax 
Hater, "ALEXANDER, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, 
Corn Dealer Nov 12 at2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
Harpixe, Joux, Live: ol, Grocer Nov 11 at 11 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, rpool 
Hoss, Epwarp Joux, Westbury, W Wilts, Trainer of Race- 
— Nov 11 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
risto 
— Sey Conn, Glam. Boot Dealer Nov 13at 
Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 
elma Percy, Palace court, Hyde P;  apeonane 
Nov 12 at 12.30 rey st 
Iuerzy, Witt1am Tuomas, Holborn viaduct, Silversmith 
Nov llati1l1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Litcarietp, Witi1am James, Nuneaton, Warwick, Black- 
smith Novilat11 Off Rec, 8, High st, ry 
Lows, Aznruvus, Weston super Mare neg = Proprietor 
Nov ll at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin 1 
Lyox, Jacos, Bishopsgate st bt nag Watch Importer 
Novli at 2.30 Bankru: 
McEvoy, Mriizs Joseps, The eae i oe ie Nov 11 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
—_—* Witt1am. Walsall, General Seow Nov 12 at 
= 0 Rec, + Walvactemstce » 
BLVvEx, WILLIAM, pe Engineer Nov 13 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Morerett, Jony, Ashton under Lyne, Saddler Nov 11 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Dang wee Manchester 
Parxer, F, & Co, Golbourne rd, North Kensington, 
Grocers’ Nov 11 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 








NOW READY. 





65th Year of Publication. 





THE 


SOLICITORS’ 
DIARY, 


| ALMANAC, 
LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 


1909. 


on old-established and important 
| Annual is now universally recognized 
as the most useful 


LEGAL AND COMPREHENSIVE DIARY 
ever published, 


Prices, ; 38. 64., 58., 68., & 8s. Gd. 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL, LONDON. 























Paw ey, Ferpericx Buewet, Devonport, Baker Nov 12 at 
12 11, St Aubyn st, Devonport 

Pinxrrorox, Wun, Westhoughton, Lancs, Tailor Noy 
liat3 19, Exchange st, 

— as, y Basinghell av Now 11 at 11 Bankruptcy 

Carey 

Powstt,*Feank Rawpatt, and Agraur Sraszer, Trafford 

Manchester, Timber Merchants Nov 12 at 8 

Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

peter ILLIAM Musical Instrument 
Dealer Nov 11 at 11 Of | Ree, 38, Regent circus, 
Swindon 

Pours, Lawrorp, New Manor Farn, Winterslow, Salis- 
a Farmer Nov 11 at 12 Grand Hotel, Corn st, 

ri 

Pyxs, Eeanest Lionet, Charing Cross rd, Auctioneer Noy 
12at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Ressanes Grorce Freperick, Bearwood, Smethwick, 

Builder Nov 11 at 11.30 191, Corporation st, 

Birmingham 

Sansom, Cuartes, Croxley Green, [or re poncergany Water- 
cress Grower Novi2at3 14, Bedford ro 

a 9 Bridgend —_ hterman Nov: ll at3 Off 
Ree, 117, St Mary st, 

ae ret, Brick In,  Splaields, Boot Maker Nov 12 
at1l Bankruptcy B . Carey st 

Surpton, Eeyest Ricnarp, Streatham, Journalist Nov il 
at11.30 132, York rd, Westminster bri 

SopERBERG, Oscar Eric, Great James st, 
camer Victualler Nov 12 atl Bekkvepewy oo 


Srratron, 5 Wiiuiam, Rhymney, Saddler Nov 
liatll Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
SunDERLAND, Jonas, Bri, house, Auctioneer Nov 18 at 

11.30 County Court, Prescott st, Halifax 


ADJUDICATIONS, 

Antony, Henry, Stockton on Tees, Athletic Outfitter 
Stockton on Tees Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Averitt, James, Aberystwyth, Cardigan, Fishmonger 
Aberystwyth Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Bates, lows Samust, and Cuag.zes Aucustus Saiyspury, 
——s igh st, Stationers High Court Pet Sept 18 

Bearpssi., Geouce Frepericx Horace, Stroud Green rd, 
Wine Merchant High Court Pet Oct 2 Ord Oct 29 


Bowpter, FRepEBICK, ope My ya Fishmonger 
nt, , Paes cial 


erminster Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Baicat, Tuomas Suir, Noriis st, Haym 
t High Court Pet June 25 Ord Oct 

Burier, Wi..1am, Little Sodbury, Glos, ieuke Bristo 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 31 

CHAPPELL, JosePa, Grones WILLIE CuapPEeLy, and WALTER 
CHAPPELL, Earlsheaton, nr Dewsbury, Builders Dews- 
bury Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 31 

Deans¥Fig.p, Francis CHARLES, “wy em, Blind 
Maker Portsmouth Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Git, Frep, James st, Oxford st, Boot Maken High Court 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 31 

Grossman, Myze, Brentford Brentford Pet Oct 29 Ord 

29 


Oct 
Haiecu, Samust, Staniland, Yorks Halifax Pet Oct 29 
Ord Oct 29 


Hatiey, ALexanper, Choriton on Medlock, Manchester, 
Corn Dealer Manchester Pet Oct 13 Ora Oct 31 
Harpine, Jony, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet Oct 6 

Ord Oct 29 


Harpy, Gsorce Victor Ly.z, Sutton ct, Chiswick 
Manufacturing Jeweller Brentford Pet Sept 14 Ord 
Oct 28 

Hickey, Witttam, Resolven, nr Neath, Glam, Boot Maker 
Neath Pet Oct12 Ord Oct 29 

Jenninos, GiipertT Detanoy, Chertsey, East India 

erchant High Court Pet July8 Ord Oct 29 

Jupp, Wnaie, Rugby, Greengroccr Coventry Pet Oct 31 
Ord Oct 31 

a ~y Jos, 8t Soonmn, Bristol, Farmer Bristol Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

McEvoy, wy Joszrn, Liverpool, Team Owner Livere 
pool Pet Oct26 Ord Oct 29 

Moc a k James Henny, pot Artuur Pzaroz, Olement’s 
In, Engineers High Court Pet Sept 3 Ord Oct 30 

Moaas, | eee sight, Manchester, Baker Manchester 

Pet O 


Park, n nr 


21 Ord 
Reonizs, yg tes Christchurch, Hants,;Tobacco Dealer 
Poole Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 
Ro.iason, Exiza, Erdington, Warwick Birmingham Pet 
Oct 29° Ord Get 29 
ens A.¥iep Epwangp, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, 
Insurance Inspector Durham Pet Sept 10 Ord Oct 


Satz, Juux, North Weltem, Mesto, Builder's Olerk 
orwich Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 3 

Suipron, Eanzst Rionaap, Streatham, Journalist Wands- 
worth Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Tayior, Gronoe, Darlaston, Staffs, Baker Wa'sall Pet 
Oct'28 Ord Oct 28 

Towwiey, Tisentivs, Hadfield, ery Chemist Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Oct 30 Ord O 

Wanp, Geonor Josarn Hanny, Birmingham, Baker Bir- 
mingham Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 29 

Wirrutnr, Lovisa, Mountain Ash, Glam, Fruiterer Aber- 

dare Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Momsed. Casouss Isapeyza, Leighton Buzzard Luton 

er Adjud Dec 7, 1907 Anntil Oct 2, 1908 

ADIOS ANNULLED RECEIVING ORDER 

RESCINDED, AND PETITION DISMISSED, 

Jamxs, oe 3 ny Harley rd, Willesden Junction 
Tailors Assistant. High Court "tee Ord Bept 20,1 

Adjud Sept 27, 1907 Hes, annul, and Dis of Pet Oct 

80, 1 











1 Dp .—Managing Clerk (27) desires Situ- 
in town or country; 11 years’ 

in Oonveyanocing, Probe 

saenene excellent testimonials abou 

Buses, | 8, Oliveden- , Wimb! 
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